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PREFACE. 


Ir is to be hoped, that no man, who believes a future 
state of existence, will grudge the time and pains 
which are necessary to obtain satisfactory evidence 
concerning the nature of that state. A mistake’ 
here may be fatal. If the doctrine advanced in the 
following pages be true, it is a most important, a 
most interesting doctrine. However contrary to 
the wishes of any, however mortifying to their feel- 
ings, however dreadful, it is by all means necessary 
to be known. Surely no man would wish “ to flat- 
ter himself in his own eyes, till his iniquity be found 
to be hateful.””_ Toa rational and scriptural view of 
the truth in this case, and to a satisfactory solution 
of the difficulties which have been objected to it, 
great attention and close examination are necessary. 
And whether both our duty and interest require us 
to subject ourselyes to the labour of this attention 
and examination, rather than to sit down easy in the 
expectation ‘of peace and safety, till sudden des- 
truction come upon us ;”” no rational man can hesi- 
tate. 
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If any object to the size of my book, my apologies 
are, the size of that to which it is intended as an 
answer, and the extent and importance of the sub- 
ject. 

Docter Chauncy’s book.is indeed anonymous: 
Yet, as I am informed, that he and his most inti- 
mate friends have made no secret of the author’s 
name ; I presume I need not apologize for using the 
same name. m . 

I am sensible of the prejudice of many against 
‘controversy on religious subjects. But is it possible 
in all cases to avoid it? What is controversy pro- 
perly managed, but rational or argumentative discus- 
sion? And is there to be no rational discussion of 
the subjects of religion ?—Heat and personal invee- 
tive in such disquisitions are both impertinent and 
hurtful. But a cool discussion of the doctrines of 
religion, on the ground of reason and revelation, is 
undoubtedly one of the best means of investigating 
truth, of diffusing the knowledge of it, and of obtain- 
ing and giving satisfaction with regard to the diffi- 
culties which attend many moral and religious sub- 
jects. This is the mode of discussion, which I have 
endeavoured to observe in the following pages. To 
point out the inconsistence and absurdity of an erro- 
neous system, and even to set them in the most 
- glaring light ; is not at all inconsistent with this 
mode of discussion. If in any instancés I have deyi- 
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ated from this mode, and instead of adhering closely 
to the argument, have descended to personalities, 
and haye endeavoured to bear hard on Dr. Chauncy, 
otherwise than by showing the weakness and incon- 
sistence of his arguments ; for every such instance I 
ask pardon of the reader, and allow it is of no advan- 
tage to the cause which I espouse. That cause must 
‘be a bad one indeed, which cannot be supported 
without the aid of personal reflections. 


New-Haven, June 29, 1789. 
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CHAP. I. 


IN WHICH THE FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES OF DR. CHAUNCY’S 
SYSTEM CONCERNING FUTURE PUNISHMENT ARE POINTED OUT 
AND COMPARED WITH EACH OTHER. 


SECTION I. 
In which the fundamental principles, §c. are pointed out, &c_ 


Berore we enter into the consideration of the particular 
arguments of Dr. Chauncy, it may be proper to give 
some account of the fundamental principles of his system. 

Beside the doctrine of the salvation of all men, to 
establish which is the design of his whole book; there 
are several other doctrines, which may be considered as 
fundamental to hissystem. He does not deny all future 
punishment of the wicked; but allows that they will be 
punished according to their demerits, or according to 
strict justice. ‘Thus he allows that “many men will be 
miserable in the next state of existence, in proportion to 
the moral depravity they have contracted inthis. There 
is no room for debate here.”* “They must be unavoid- 
ably miserable in proportion to the number and great- 
ness of their vices.”t ‘For the wages of sin is death ; 
but the gift of Gon is eternal life through Jesus Canist 
our Lorn: i. e. if men continue the servants of sin, the 
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wages they shall receive, before the gift through Currsr 
. is conferred on them, will be the second death.”* If 
some men suffer that punishment which -is the wages of 
sin, they doubtless suffer all which they deserve. No 
man deserves more than his wages. “In the collective 
sense, they will be tormented for ages of ages; though 
some of them only should be tormented through the 
whole of that period; the rest variously as * to time, in 
proportion to their deserts.’t ‘*There shall be a differ- 
ence in the punishment of wicked men, according to the 
difference there has been in the nature and number of 
their evil deeds.”"| He speaks of the wicked as liable “ to 
positive torments awfully great in degree, and long in 
* continuance, in proportion to the number and greatness of 
their crimes.”§ ‘* The pardonableness of all other sins 
and blasphemies,” [except that against the Hoty Gost] 
‘lies in this, its being possible for men, to escape the 
torments of hell, though they should have been guilty of 
those sins.—Accordingly the unpardonableness of the 
blasphemy against the Hoty Grosr, must consist in the 
reverse of the pardonableness of other sins—in the im- 
possibility of their escaping the torments of hell, who 
are chargeable with this sin—This now being the 
meaning of the unpardonableness of blasphemy against 
the Hoty Guosv, it is quite easy to perceive, that even 
these blasphemers, notwithstanding the unpardonableness 
of the sin they have committed, may finally be saved— 
For if they are not saved till after they have passed 
through these torments, they have never been forgiven 
—The divine law has taken its course ; nor has any inter- 
vening pardon prevented the full execution of the threat- 
‘ened penalty on them.—lorgiveness strictly and literally 
speaking has not been granted them.”|| ‘ This kind of 
sinners being absolutely excluded from the privilege of 
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forgiveness, must, as has been said, suffer the torments 
of another world, before they can be saved.”* ‘ 

In these passages concerning the blasphemers of the 
Hoty Guost, the author plainly supposes, that not only 
those of that character, but all who suffer the torments 
of hell are finally saved without forgiveness, having sat- 
isfied by their own sufferings the utmost demands of 
strict justice. He who is delivered from further punish- 
ment in consequence of having suffered a punishment 
however great in degree and long in duration, bat not 
equal to that, to which he is liable by strict justice, is 
the subject of forgiveness. Just so much punishment is 
forgiven him, as is lacking to make the punishment, 
which he hath suffered, equal to that, to which he is 
liable by strict justice. Now our author, in the passages 
just quoted, supposes that both the blasphemers of the 
Holy Ghost and all others who pass through the torments 
of hell, are finally delivered, not in consequence of a 
punishment inferior in degree or duration, to that which 
may be inflicted on them, according to strict justice; as 
in that case they would be the subjects of forgiveness : 
but in consequence of that punishment, which is accord- 
ing to strict justice, and therefore they are delivered 
without forgiveness. He says, “‘ The pardonableness 
of all other sins, lies in the possibility, that those who 
have been guilty of them, should escape the torments of 
hell.” Those therefore who actually pass through the 
torments of hell receive no forgiveness ; but are liberat- 
ed on the footing of strict justice.” If pardonableness, or 
which is the same, a possibility of pardon consist in a 
possibility of escaping the torments of hell; then actual 
pardon consists in an actual escape from those torments. 
Of course they who donot escape them, but pass through 
them, receive no pardon. 
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Again: the only observation made by Dr. C. to show, 
_that the blasphemers of the Holy Ghost are not forgiven; 
‘or the only respect’ in which he asserts, that they are 
not forgiven, is, that they pass through the torments of 
hell. But as this holds good with regard io all the 
damned, it equally proves, that none ef them are forgiv- 
en; and tiat the divine law takes its course on them all ; 
and that no intervening pardon will ever prevent the full 
execution of the threatened penalty on them.—Now if 
the divine law take its course on the damned, and the 
penalty threatened in the law, be fully executed on 
them; they are undoubtedly punished according to their 
demerits, or according to strict justice ; and if after all, 
they be libegated from punishment, they are liberated - 
not in the way of forgiveness, nor onthe footing of grace 
or favour; but on the footing of strict justice. 

But if this conclusion concerning all the damned be 
denied; yet as the blasphemers of the Holy Ghost are 
some of mankind, some of mankind at least, if not all the 
damned, will besaved on the footing of strict justice, and 
without forgiveness. 

The same observations for substance, may be made on. 
the other quotations above. If the damned suffer “a 
misery in proportion to the number and greatness of 
their vices ;” if “¢ they receive the wages of sin ;” if they 
be “tormented variously as to time, in proportion to 
their deserts ;” and “according to the difference there 
has been in the nature and number of their evil deeds;”” 
if they suffer “ positive torments awfully great in degree 
and Jong in continuance, in proportion to the number and 
greatness of their crimes ;” they are punished to the ut- 
most extent of justice. To punish them any further would 
be excessive, injurious and oppressive. ‘To exempt them 
‘from punishment, is so far from an act of grace or fa- 
vour,that it is anact called for by the most rigorous justice. 
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By these quotations, and by the observations on them, 
it appears, that our author holds, that the damned suffer 
a punishment properly and strictly vindictive, and vin- 
dictive to the highest degree, and to the utmost extent 
to which vengeance in any just government can proceed. 
Indeed speaking of the destruction of Sodom and Gomor- 
rah, he plainly asserts a vindictive punishment both of 
those cities, and of the damned; he says,* that “ the 
destruction of those cities” was, ‘for a public example 
- of the divine vengeance to after ages. And the fire of 
hell is doubtless called everlasting for the like reason ;” 
i.e. because it will last, till it shall have accomplished 
the design of heaven in the destruction of the damned, 
for a public example of the divine vengeance. In his 
Five Dissertations p. 110, he speaks of the labour, sorrow 
and death which men suffer in this world, as ‘ testimo- 
nies of Gon’s vengeance,—as judgments on his part, and 
real evils on theirs ;”” By vindictive punishment is meant, 
that which is sufficient to support and vindicate the au- 
_ thority of the divine law, or which is sufficient to satisfy 
the justice of Gop. But no advocate for vindictive pun- 
ishment ever supposed, that to vindicate the authority 
of the law and to satisfy the justice of God, a greater 
punishment is necessary, thanis according to justice or 
according to the desert, or the nature and number of the 
sins, the vices, the crimes of the person punished: or 
that to those ends, a greater punishment is necessary, 
than is inflicted, when “ the divine law takes its course ;”” 
or than is implied “in the full execution of the threat- 
ened penalty.” -A punishment greater than that which 
answers those descriptions, would be so far from satisfy- 
ing justice, that it would be positively unjust: it would 
be so far from supporting the authority of the divine 
Jaw, that it would bring it into contempt by violating it. 


*P, 274. 
o* 


14 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


If that positive torment, which in degree and continuance 
is according to the desert and the nature and number of 
the evil deeds of the sinner, be not sufficient to satisfy 
the justice of Gop, 1 wish to be informed what would 
satisfy it—But Dr. C. himself holds, that the punish- 
ment which satisfies the justice of Gop, is vindictive and 
opposed to that which is disciplinary and medicinal ; * If 
the next state is a state of punishment not intended for 
the cure of the patients themselves, but to satisfy the 
justice of Gop, and give warning to others; it is impossi- 
ble all men should be finally saved.”* So thai | am per- 
fectly agreed with Dr. C. in his idea of a vindictive pun- 
ishment, and whether he do not hold such punishment 
in the utmost extent, 1 appeal to every candid reader, © 
who shall have perused the forecited quotations, or the 
pages from which they are taken. 

Yet Dr. C. is a great enemy to vindictive punishment, 
and it is a fundamental principle of his book, that the 
future punishment of the wicked is disciplinary and in- 
tended for the good, the repentance and reformation of 
the patients, and not to satisfy the justice of God. ‘This 
appears from the quotation just now made from page 
11th; and by innumerable other passages, some of which 
shall now recite. ‘ The wicked shall be sent toa place 
of weeping, and wailing, and gnashing of teeth; not to 
continue there always, but till the rebellion of their 
hearts is subdued, and they are wrought upon to become 
the willing and obedient subjects of God.”t “ For ages 
of ages, the wicked shall be miserable—as a mean to 
destroy the enmity of their hearts and make them Gon’s 
willing and obedient people.”’{ “The rest [“the wick- 
ed”]} shall have their portion in the place of blackness of 
darkness, as a suitable and necessary discipline, in order 
te their being reduced under moral subjection to Cunist.”§ 
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“ The other [“ the wicked’’] shall be banished to dwell in 
unspeakable torment, till they repent of their folly, and 
yield themselves up to Gop, as his obedient servants.”* 
‘¢ He considers the many dispensations,” through which 
he supposes the wicked will pass, ‘¢ as variously adapt- 
ed for the discipline of stubborn and rebellious crea- 
tures.”} ‘Is it not far more reasonable to suppose, 
that the miseries of the other world are a proper disci- 
pline, in order to accomplish the end” of the recovery 
of the damned, “ than that they should be final and vin- 
dictive only?”{ ‘The consideration of hell as a purg- 
ing fire, is that only, which can make the matter sit easy 
on one’s mind.”’§ With approbation he quotes from 
Mr. Hartley these words; ‘tthe doctrine of purgatory, 
as now taught by the Papists, seems to be a corruption 
ofa genuine doctrine held by the ancient fathers, con- 
cerning a purifying fire.”’|| He considers the misery of 
hell as “ intended for the good of the patients them- 
selves ;"I—for ‘ their benefit ;’** as ‘+a discipline by 
which is to be effected the personal good of wicked 
meu.”}f He says, “The reason why the wicked suffer 
the torments of the next state, is that they might be 
made the willing people of Gon.” {{ 

As this is his idea of the nature and end of the future 
punishment of the wicked, he often rejects with abhor- 
rence the idea, that they are to be punished for any other 
end exclusive of their own personal good. What he 
says im p. 325, implies, that unless we believe, that the 
future punishment of the wicked is intended for their 
personal good, we must believe, that “ the character of 
Gop, as the Father of mercies, and the God of pity, is 
limited to this world only ;” and that he is not the “same 
good being in the other world, that he is in this;”— 
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That on that supposition, “ we shall say that of our Fathi-- 
er in heaven, which we cannot suppose of any father on 
earth, till we have first divested him of the heart of a 
father.”* And in page-11th, before quoted, he abso- 
lutely rejects all punishment which is not disciplinary. 

But how these two fundamental parts of Dr. C’s sys- 
tem can be consistent with each other, is difficult to be 
conceived. Is that punishment which is according to the 
deserts of the sinner; that which in degree and continu- 
ance is according to the nature and number of his evil 
deeds; in which the divine law takes its course upon him, 
and in which the penalty threatened in the law is fully 
executed: is this punishment no more than a suitable 
and necessary discipline to the sinner; necessary “to re- 
duce him to a moral subjection to Curisr;”’ necessary 
“‘to his personal good,” “his benefit,” &c.? If so, then 
that punishment which is according to strict justice and 
‘satisfies the justice of Gop,” and that which is a mere 
merciful and beneficial discipline, are one and the same. 
The damned sinner suffers no more punishment, than is 
necessary for his good, nor can without injury and op- 
pression be made to suffer more: and all ground of dis- 
tinction between vindictive and disciplinary punishment 
entirely vanishes. But if any man should avow this sen- 
timent, that such punishment only, as is necessary and con- 
ducive to the sinner’s personal good, can consistently with 
justice be inflicted; I beg leave to refer him to the next 
chapter, in which the subject is considered at large. 

In the mean time, it may be proper to observe, that 
Dr. C. could not consistently adopt the sentiment just 
mentioned ; because he in page 11th before quoted, dis- 
tinguishes expressly between that punishment, which is 
intended for the cure of the patients, and that which is 
intended to satisfy the justice of Gon; and asserts that 
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the latter is inconsistent with the salvation of all men. 
His words are, ‘If the next state is a state of punish- 
ment, not intended for the cure of the patients them- 
selyes, but to satisfy the justice of Gop—’tis impossi- 
ble all men should be finally saved.” On this notable 
passage, I observe, 1. That Dr. C. here, as every 
where else through his book, distinguishes between a 
vindictive and disciplinary punishment; or between that 
punishment which is conducive to the sinner’s good, and 
that which satisfies divine justice. It cannot therefore 
be said, that according to Dr. C. a punishment condu- 
cive to the sinner’s good, is all that can in strict justice 
be inflicted on him.—2. He asserts, that if future 
punishment be intended to satisfy divine justice, it is im- 
possible all men should be saved. Yet he himself in 
holding, that the wicked will be punished according to 
their deserts, and in degree and continuance according 
to the nature and number of their sins, crimes and evil 
deeds; and that the divine law will take its course on 

them, the whole threatened penalty be inflicted, and 
- they never be forgiven; holds that punishment, which 
entirely satisfies the justice of Gop. Therefore, as he 
also holds that such future punishment as saiisfies the 
justice of Gop, is inconsistent with the salvation of all 
men ; to be consistent, he must give up the doctrine of 
the salvation of all men, to prove which, he wrote his 
whole book. 

Another fundamental principle of Dr. C’s book, is, 
that all men, both those who are saved immediately from 
this life, and those who are saved after they have suf- 
fered the pains of hell; are saved by the mere mercy, 
compassion, grace or favour of Gop, through Curist.— 
He allows,* that the Apostle’s Doctrine of justification 
stands “upon the foot of grace through Cnaisr,” and 
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** that mankind have universally sinned and consequently 
cannot. be justified upon any claim founded on mere law.” 
—‘The gift by Crrist takes rise from the many of- 
fences, which mankind commit in their own persons, and 
finally terminates in opposition to the power and demerit 
of them all, in their being restored, not simply to life, 
but to reign in it forever.”* ‘ As mankind universally 
are subjected to damage through the lapse of Adam; so 
they shall as universally be delivered from it, through the 

gift by Curisr.”t “ The gift on Curist’s part,—onght 
to be taken ‘in its abounding sense.”{ “The plain truth 
is, final everlasting salvation is absolutely the free gift of 
Gop to all men, through Jesus Curisr—he has absolutely 
and unconditionally determined, of his rich mercy, through 
the intervening mediation of his'son Jesus Curist; that 
all men, the whole race of lapsed Adam shall reign in 
life.”§ He speaks of Gon as exercising pity, tender com- 
passion and grace, towards the damned; and speaking of 
the disciplinary punishment of the damned, he says, 
*“ that Gop, in the other world as well as this, must be 
disposed to make it evident, that he is a being of bound- 
less and inexhaustible goodness.”\| ‘He speaks of the 
doctrine of universal salvation, as the gospel plan of mer- 
cy extensively benevolent ; and a wonderful design of mer- 
cy” as “the scripture scheme of mercy,” and of the 
vilest of the human race as “the objects of mercy.”** 
He quotest} with approbation, from Mr. Whiston, “That 
there may be in the utmost bowels of the divine compassion, 
another time of trial allotted” to the damned, in which 
many or all of them may be saved, by the infinite indul- 
gence and love of their Creator.” 

Our author abundantly declares also, that this rich 
mercy, this free gift, this tender isc seaghre will — this 
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infinite indulgence and love of their Creator, this bounds 
less and inexhaustible goodness, in the salvation of all 
men, is exercised through Curisr only, and for his sake. 
‘* Jesus Curist is the person through whom and upon whose 
account, happiness is attainable by any of the human 
race.’* “The obedience of Curist, and eminently his 
obedience unto death, is the ground or reason, upon which 
it hath pleased Gop to make happiness attainable by any 
of the human race.”’{ ‘It was with a view to the obedi- 
- ence and death of Curist, upon this account, upon this 
ground, for this reason, that Gop was pleased to make the 
gospel: promise of a glorious immortality to the sons of 
men.”{ ‘Curisr died not for a select number of men 
only, but for mankind universally and without exception 
or limitation.’’§ 

Now, how can this part of Dr. C’s system be reconcil- 
ed with that part, in which he holds, that all the damned 
will be punished according to their deserts? Can those 
who are punished according to their deserts, after that be 
saved on the foot of grace through Curistr? Can those 
- who are punished according to the nature and number of 
their evil deeds; in degree and continuance, in propor- 
tion to the number and greatness of their crimes; in 
whose punishment the divine law takes its course, and 
the threatened penalty is fully executed: can these per- 
sons be saved by a gift? by a gift taken in the abounding 
sense ? by the free gift of Gov through Christ ? by rich 
mercy ? by pity, tender compassion and grace? by mercy 
extensively benevolent ? by a wonderful design of mercy ? 
by boundless and inexhaustible goodness ? by the utmost 
bowels of the divine compassion ? by the infinite indulgence 
and love of their Creator? Is the man who by his crimes 
has, according to law, exposed himself to the pillory, or 
to be cropt and branded, and on whom the law has taken. 
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its course, and the threatened penalty has been fally ex- 
ecuted; is he after all delivered from further suffering 
by grace, by pity, by tender compassion, by indulgence and 
love, by the utmost bowels of compassion ?—No: he has a 
right on the foot of mere law, and of the most rigorous jus- 
tice, to subsequent impunity, with respect to the crime 
or crimes, for which he has been thus punished : and to 
tell him after he is thus punished, that he is now releas- 
ed by grace, by pity, by utmost compassion, by indul- 
gence and love, would be the grossest insult. 

Again; how can those who have been punished ac- 
cording to their deserts, be saved through Cnnist, or on 
his account ? How can the obedience and death of Curist 
be the ground or reason of their salvation? Having suf- 
fered the full penalty threatened in the law, they have 
a right to demand future impunity, on account of their 
own sufferings. What need then have they of Curisr, 
of his obedience and death, or of his mediatory interven- 
tion, to be brought into the account? Dr. C. speaks of 
the “ deliverance” or “‘ the redemption which Curist 
has purchased” for all men.* But what need is there, 
that Cunist should purchase deliverance for those, who 
purchase it for themselves, by their own personal suffer- 
ings? Nay, what justice would there be in refusing de- 
liverance to a man, unless it be purchased for him by 
another, when he hath fully purchased it for himself? 
What if the person before described to have suffered 
some corporeal punishment according to the strictness of 
law, should be told at his release, that he is delivered 
from further punishment, not on account of his own suf- 
fering ; but on account of some other person? on the 
ground, and for the reason of the obedience or merit of 
that other person? Might he not with just indignation 
reply ; Wherein hath that other person afforded me any 
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relief? I have suffered all that could be inflicted on 
me consistently with law and justice; and let the merit 
of that other person be what it may, I thank him for 
nothing : his merit hath benefitted me nothing. As little 
benefit from Curist does he derive towards his deliver- 
ance, who suffers according to his deserts; and with as 
little propriety can it be said, that he is redeemed or 
delivered through Curist or on his account. 

On the whole, Dr. C’s scheme comes to this; That 
not bare goodness, but that goodness, which is boundless 
and inexhaustible ; not bare compassion but the utmost 
bowels of the divine compassion; not. bare indulgence 
and love, but the infinite indulgence and love of our 
creator; will grant to his creatures of mankind, just so 
much relief from misery, as they are entitled to, by the 
most rigorous justice. 

Nor did Dr. C. fall into these inconsistences, by mere 
inattention; he was driven to them by dire necessity, 
provided it was necessary for him, to adopt his favorite 
doctrine of the salvation of all men. Every one of the 
forementioned principles is essential to his system, and 
can by no means be spared. 

1. That the damned are punished according to their 
deserts, is manifestly essential to his system. For if in 
ages of ages they do not suffer a punishment which is 
according to their deserts, they do not suffer that which 
might justly be inflicted upon them; or, which is the 
same thing, that punishment which is denounced in the 
divine law: and according both to justice and the divine 
law, the damned might be made to suffer a greater punish- 
ment, than that which is for ages of ages; or than the 
longest punishment, which any of them will in fact suffer. 
But as nobody pretends there is any greater punishment 
threatened in the law, or in any part of scripture, than 
that which in scriptural language is said to be for ever 
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and ever, which Dr. C. supposes to be for ages of ages 
only, and to be actually suffered by some men at least; 
he was necessitated to hold, that some suffer the utmost 
punishment threatened in the law, and of course the 
utmost which they deserve. 

Beside; if he had allowed, that the damned do not 
suffer so long a punishment, as they deserve, or as is 
threatened in the law; he might have been asked, how 
much longer that punishment is, which is threatened in 
the law, than that which they actually suffer. And the 
answer must have been, either that it is a longer tem- 
porary punishment; or that it is an endless punishment. 
But which ever answer should have been given, inexpli- 
cable difficulties would have followed. Ifhe should have 
answered, that the punishment threatened in the law, and 
which the sinner justly deserves, is a longer temporary 
punishment, than that which the damned actually suffer, 
he might have been challenged, to point it out, as con- 
tained in the law, or in any part of scripture: and it is 
presumed, that he would not have been able to do it. 

But if he should have answered, that the punishment 
threatened in the law, and which the sinner justly de- 
serves, is an endless punishment, he must at once have 
given up all arguments in favour of universal salyation, 
and against endless punishment, drawn from the justice 
of Gop. Surely the justice of Gop does not oppose that — 
which is just, and which the sinner deserves ; or that 

which the just law of Gop threatens. He must also have 
acknowledged the infinite evil of sin, which seems to 
have been a most grievous eye-sore to him. For nothing 
more is meant by the infinite evil of sin, than that on the 
account of sin, the sinner deserves an endless pee 
ment. 

Again ; Dr. C. could not assert, that the ‘atroea do 
not suffer all the punishment, which they deserve, with- . 
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out contradicting apparently at least, many clear and 
positive declarations of scripture : such as, That Gop will 
render to every man according to his deeds, and accord- 
ing as his work shall be; That every one shall receive 
according to the things done in the body ; That the wick- 
ed shall not come out of the place of punishment, till 
they shall have paid the uttermost farthing, and the very 
last mite; That he shall have judgment without mercy, 
that shewed no mercy, &c. &c. 

2. It was equally necessary, that he should hold that 
the punishment of the damned is a discipline, necessary 
and happily conducive to lead them to repentance, and to 
promote their good—Otherwise he must have holden, 
that future punishment is vindictive and intended to satisfy 
the justice of Gop; which kind of punishment is, accord- 
ing to his own account, inconsistent with the salvation of 
all men.* And otherwise he must have given up all his 
arguments from the divine goodness, mercy, compassion 
and grace, which are the chief arguments, on which he 
_ himself depended most, for the support of his cause, and 
which are the most popular, and the most persuasive to 
the majority of his readers. Otherwise too, he could not 
have pretended, that his scheme of universal salvation is 
a scheme of such benevolence, of such boundless and inex- 
haustible goodness, of such tender compassion and grace, 
of such infinite indulgence and love: and must have given 
up all the principal texts of scripture, from which he 
argues universal salvation ; as they are inconsistent with 
the idea, that the damned will be finally admitted to hap- 
piness, having previously suffered the whole punishment, 
which they deserve. 

__ 3. Nor could he make out his scheme of universal 
salyation, unless he held, that all men are sayed in the 
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way of mere grace and favour through Carist. If he 
had not holden this, what I observed under the Jast arti- 
cle, would be observable under this too, that he must 
have given up all arguments drawn from the divine good- 
ness ; and also all arguments drawn from what the scrip- 
turés say of the extent of Curist’s redemption; particu- 
larly those texts from which Dr. C. chiefly argues in 
support of his scheme. Every one of those texts holds 
forth that all who are saved, are saved by grace, through 
Curist. He must also have given up all arguments from 
scripture. The scripture knows of no salvation, but 
that which is founded on the mere favour of Gop for- 
giving the sins of men, according to the riches of his 
grace, and justifying them freely by his grace, es 
the redemption that is in Jesus Crist. 

Thus Dr. C. was compelled by necessity to associate 
in his scheme, principles which will wage eternal war 
with each other. 


SECTION I. , 
In which objections to the preceding reasoning are considered. 


I. IF to some part of the preceding reasoning, it should 
_be objected, that though the sinner, having suffered a 
punishment according to his deserts, has a right on the 
footing of justice to subsequent impunity, and therefore 
cannot be delivered from further punishment by grace, or 
through Curist ; yet, as he has no right on the footing 
of justice, to the positive happiness of heaven, he may be 
admitted to this, entirely by grace, and through Cunisr : 
This would by no means be sufficient to reconcile the 
forementioned inconsistences ; as may appear by the fol- 
lowing observations. 
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1. That Dr. C. asserts, not only that all men will be 
admitted to the positive happiness of heaven, by free grace ; 
but that they will in the same way be delivered from the 
pains of hell: As in these instances ;* “ The gift through 
the one man Jesus Curist, takes rise from the many sins 
which men commit, in the course of their lives, and pro- 
ceeds in opposition to the power and demerit of them 
all, so as finally to terminate in justification, justification 
including in it deliverance from sin, as well as from death ; 

their being made righteous, as well as reigning in life.” 
t** By the righteousness of the one man Jesus Curist the 
opposite advantageous gift is come upon all men, which 
delivers them from death, to reign in life for ever.” {* It 
seemed agreeable to the infinite wisdom and grace of 
Gop, that this damage should be repaired, and mankind 
rescued from the state of sin and death—by the obedience 
of one man.” §* Salvation from wrath is one thing 
essentially included in that justification which is the result 
of true faith.” He speaks to the same effect in many 
_ other places. Indeed he never gives the least hint im- 
plying, that he imagined, that the introduction of the sin- 
ner to the positive happiness of heaven is more an act of 
grace, than his deliverance from the pains of hell: but all 
that he says on the subject, implies the contrary. Nor do 
I state this objection, because I find it in his book; but lest 
some of his admirers should start it, and should suppose, 
that it relieves the difficulties before pressed upon him. 
As Dr. C. allows, that the deliverance of sinners from 
the pains of hell, in all instances, is as really an act of | 
grace, and as really through Curist, as their admission 
to the joys of heaven; so the scriptures are very clear 
as to the same matter. Gal. iii. 13. “ Curis? hath re- 
deemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse 
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for us.” Rom. vy. 9. “ We shall be saved from wratl 
through him.” 1 Thes. i. 10. “ Jesus which delivered us 
from the wrath to come.” And pardon or forgiveness, 
which is a discharge from deserved punishment, is, in 
its very nature, an act of grace, and is, in scripture, 
always spoken of as such, and as dispensed through 
Cnrist only. Nor is any thing more clear from the 
scriptures, than that every person, who is saved, is saved 
in the way of forgiveness. 

2. There would be no propriety in saying, that a per- 
son who has suffered all the punishment which he justly 
deserves, who is on the footing of law and justice re- 
leased from all further punishment, and is placed in @ 
state of mediocrity, in which he is the subject of no 
misery; is admitted to the positive happiness of heaven, 
by mercy, by pity or compassion: much less by “ tender 
eompassion” and * wonderful mercy,” and by the “utmost 
bowels of the divine compassion.” A being who has by 
his personal sufferings, satisfied the law, stands as right 
with respect to that law, as if he had never transgressed 
it; or as another person, who retains his original inno- 
cence. Now, does any man suppose, that Gabriel was 
admitted to celestial happiness, in the way of mercy, pity, 
or tender compassion ?—That he was admitted to it in 
the exercise of goodness, is granied. The same may be 
said of his creation, and of the creation of every being 
rational and animal. But no being is created out of com- 
passion. With no more propriety can it be said, that an- 
innocent being, or, which is the same as to the present 
purpose, that a being who has indeed transgressed, but 
has in his own person made satisfaction for his trans- 
_ gression, and on that footing is delivered from all punish- 
ment and misery, is admitted to high positive happiness, — 
by mercy, pity or compassion. And how much more 
improperSy are the strong epithets used by Dr. C. ap- 
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plied in this case? Is it an instance of tender pity, of 
wonderful mercy, of the utmost bowels of the Divine com- 
passion, to admit to the happiness of heaven, an innocent 
creature, or one who, in his own person, stands perfectly 
right with respect to the divine law, and is not the sub- 
ject of any misery ? 

3. To grant that those who shall have suffered a 
punishment according to their deserts, will on the foot- 
ing of justice, be delivered from further wrath or punish- 
ment, and yet to insist that their admission to high posi- 
tive happiness, is truly and properly an act of grace ; 
would be only to raise a dispute concerning the proper 
meaning of the word grace, and at the same time to 
grant, that the deliverance of the sinner from wrath, is _ 
no fruit of forgiveness, or of grace, even in the very sense 
in which the objector uses the word grace. It is no act 
of favour, or of goodness, a8 distinguished from justice, to 
deliver a person from wrath, who is innocent, or who in 
his own person has satisfied the law, and therefore now 
. stands right with respect to it. But the idea of deliver- 
ing a sinner from wrath, without forgiveness, and with- 
out grace, is as foreign from the scriptures, as that of 
the admission of a sinner, without grace, to the positive 
joys of heaven. 

Il. Perhaps it may be objected to part of the pre- 
ceding section, that by punishment “ in proportion to 
their decerts,”” and “ according to their evil deeds,” &c. 
Dr. C. meant not a punishment equal to strict justice, or 
satisfactory to the justice of Gop; but one in which a due 
proportion to the deserts of the various persons, with 
respect to one another, who are the subjects of the 
punishment, is observed.—But to this it may be answer- 
ed, Dr. C. doubtless meant to use the expressions, “ in 
proportion to their deserts,” “ according to their evil 
deeds,” &c. in the same sense in which the scriptures 
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say, “ according to their works;” “+ according to the 
fruit of their doings,” &c. This is manifest not only by 
the similarity of the expressions, but by his own refer- 
ence to those phrases in scripture, as in the following 
passages, “‘ Which is plainly inconsistent with that dif- 
ference the scripture often declares there shall be, in the 
punishment of wicked men, according to the difference 
there has been in the nature and number of their evil 
deeds.”* ‘+ Under the prospect of being condemned by 
the righteous Jupce of all the earth—to positive torments 
awfully great in degree, and long in continuance, in pro- 
portion to the number and greatness of their crimes.’’} 
Here he undoubtedly refers to those passages in which 
the scriptures assure us, that the judge “ will render to 
every man according to his deeds ;” ‘ according as his 
work shall be,” &c. Now these phrases of scripture are 
clearly explained to us, by those representations, in which 
the punishment of the wicked is illustrated by the im- 
prisonment of a debtor, till he shall have paid the utter- 
most farthing, the very last mite, &c. and by the passages, 
in which it is declared, that the wicked shall have judg- 
ment without mercy; that Gop will not pity, nor spare 
them, &. Whereas, if they suffer less than they de- 
serve according to strict justice; so far they are the ob- 
jects of mercy and pity; so far Gop does spare them ; 
so far they have mercy mixed with judgment. Nor can it 
be said, that they pay the uttermost farthing of the debt. 
Again; Dr. C. allows, that the wicked will in the 
second death receive the wages of sin. But the wages 
of a man are not merely a part, or a certain proportion 
of what he deserves, or has earned, but the whole. No 
‘man who has faithfully done the work, which he con- 
_ tracted to do for ten pounds, will allow, that i sgl 
are his wages for that work. 4 
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Ill. It may also be objected to a part of the former 
section, that though * the law shall have its course” on 
some men, and “ the full penalty threatened in the law, 
be executed on them ;” still this does not imply a punish- 
ment equal or satisfactory to strict justice ; as the divine 
law itself does not, nor ever did threaten all that punish- 
ment, which is deserved according to strict justice : and 
therefore though the damned shall suffer all which is 
threatened in the law, yet they will not suffer a vindic- 
tive punishment, a punishment which shall “ satisfy the 
justice of Gov.”—Concerning this objection it may be 
observed ; 

1. That by the law is meant, to use Dr. C’s own words, 
“ the moral law,” ‘ the law of nature, the law of reason, 
which is the law of Gop :” and to say, that this law does 
not threaten a penalty adequate to the demands of justice, 
is to say, that it does not threaten a penalty adequate to’ 
the demands of reason. If so, it is not the law of reason; 
which is contrary to the supposition. Therefore to say, 
that the law of reason does not threaten a penalty ade- 
quate to the demands of justice, is a real contradiction. 

2. That Dr. C. neither does nor could consistently 
niake this objection ; because if the objection were just, 
men might be justified, “ on a claim founded on mere 
law.” On the principle of the objection, the law threatens 
a punishment far less than we deserve ; and a man hay- 
ing suffered this punishment, may be justified on the 
foundation of mere law: the law would be satisfied, and 
the man would stand right with respect to it, nor would 
it have any further claim on him, in the way of punish- 
ment, more than on a person who had never transgress- 
ed. Therefore he thenceforward obeying the law, might 
as truly be justified on the foot of mere law, as if he 
had rendered the same obedience, without ever trans- 
gressing. ‘ 
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-But Dr. C. holds, ‘¢ that mankind universally have. 
sinned, and consequently cannot be justified upon a claim 
founded on mere law.”’* And{ that “ the whole world 
had become guilty before God, and were therefore in- 
capable of being justified upon the foot of mere law.” 
That all men are { “ incapable of justification upon the 
foot of mere law, as having become guilty before Gop.” 
To the same effect in various other passages. So that 
according to Dr. C. if future punishment be intended to 
satisfy the law, it is equally impossible, that all men 
should be saved, as it is on the supposition, that future 
punishment is intended to satisfy justice. 

3. Dr.C. allows, that a man having suffered the penalty 
of the law, is not, and cannot be, the object of forgive- 
ness. §‘ If they are not saved, till after they have pass- 
ed through these torments, they have never been for- 
given—The divine law has taken its course; nor has 
any intervening pardon prevented the full execution of 
the threatened penalty on them. Forgiveness strictly 
and literally speaking, has not been granted to them.” 
But if those who suffer the penalty of the law, are not, 
in their subsequent exemption from punishment, the ob- 
jects of forgiveness, they suffer all they deserve. So far 
as they are exempted from deserved punishment, they are 
forgiven: forgiveness means nothing else than an eer 
tion from deserved punishment. 

4. Dr. C. says, that Adam (and for the same reason 
doubtless men in general) ‘+ must have rendered him- 
self obnoxious to the righteous resentment of his Gop and 
Kine, had he expressed a disregard to any command” |} 

of the moral law, the law of which the Doctor is speak- 
ing in that passage. But the righteous resentment of 
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Goo for transgression is a just punishment of transgres- 
sion; and a just punishment is any punishment, which is 
not unjust. And it is impossible that Adam should be 
obnoxious to such a punishment, if the law, the most 
strict rule of Gop’s proceedings with his creatures, had 
not threatened it—T hus Dr. C. himself grants, that the 
punishment threatened in the law is the same which is 
deserved according to strict justice. 

The Doctor every where holds, that ‘the law of 
Gop is a perfect rule of righteousness.”* | But if the law 
do not threaten all the punishment which is justly de- 
served by sin, it is no more truly a perfect rule of righ- 
teousness, than the gospel is.—Again; “‘ Is the law that 
rule of right, ‘“* which Gop knows to be the measure of 
men’s duty to him, and of what is fit he should do for, or 
inflict upon them, as they are either obedient, or dis- 
obedient? There is, without all doubt, such a rule of 
men’s duty towards Gop, and of Gon’s conduct towards 
men, in a way of reward or punishment, according to 
their works.”{ There could scarcely be a more ex- 
plicit concession, that the divine law threatens all that 
punishment, which is according to justice. It is declared 
to be, not only the rule of right, but the measure of what 
is fit in punishment, as well as of duty. Indeed Dr. C. 
never once, so far as I have noticed, suggests the idea, 
that the divine law does not threaten all that punish- 
ment, which is deserved by sin. 

5. According to this objection, the moral law is a dis- 
pensation of grace, as truly as the gospel. But how does 
this accord with the scripture? That declares, that 
* the law was given by Moses, but grace and truth,” or 
the gracious truth, “‘ came by Jesus Cunist ;”’ Johni. 17. 
— If they which are of the law be heirs, faith is made 
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void, and the promise made of none effect. Because the 
law worketh wrath—Therefore it is of faith, that it 
might be by grace ;”’ Rom. iv. 14.—“* The sting of death 
is sin, and the strength of sin is the law ;” 1 Cor. xy. 56, 
As in the objection now under consideration, the law is 
supposed to be as really a dispensation of grace, as the 
gospel; we may say, The strength of sin is the gospel, 
as truly as, The strength of sin is the law.—Beside ; if 
the law be a dispensation of grace, how can it be said 
to be the strength of sin? It threatens a part only of the 
punishment deserved by sin; and therefore it neither 
points out, how strong sin is, to bring into condemnation, 
nor does it give to sin its proper force to terrify and tor- 
ment the sinner, by exhibiting the whole punishment 
deserved by sin. On the ground of this objection, the 
strength of sin consists in the rule of strict justice, not 
in the law. ‘ 

6. The apostle tells us, that ‘* by the law is the know- 
ledge of sin.” But the knowledge of the evil or de- 
merit of sin is obtained by the knowledge of the threaten- 
ing of the law only. If the law do not threaten all that 
punishment, which sin deserves, we know not by the 
Jaw, what sin deserves, or how evil it is—And if we 
know not this by the law, neither do we know it by any 
other part of scripture, nor by any othen means what- 
ever. Nor do we know our own demerit, nor our own 
proper characters as sinners; nor are we in any capa- 
city to judge concerning our obligation to gratitude for 
the redemption of Curist, or for salyation through him; 
nor have we the proper motive to repentance set before 
us, in all the scriptures.’ The proper motive to repent- 
_ ance is the evil of sin—And if we have not the know- 
‘ledge of the evil of sin, it is impossible we should know 

the grace of pardon, or of salvation from that punishment 
which is justly deserved by sin. ~ 
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7%. The apostle declares, as we have seen, that “‘ by the 
law is the knowledge of sin,” and that ‘‘ the law worketh 
wrath.” But on the principle of this objection, by the 
law is the knowledge of grace, and the law worketh 
grace: and Gop without any atonement did grant to sin- 
ners some remission or mitigation of deserved punishment. 
Why then could not complete remission or pardon have 
been granted in the same way? What need was there 
of Curisr and his death? Yet Dr. C. holds, that “it was 
with a view to the obedience and death of Curist, upon 
this account, upon this ground, for this reason, that Gop was 
pleased to mzke the gospel promise of a glorious immor- 
tality to the miserable sons of men.” 

8. If the full punishment to which the sinner justly 
exposes himself by sin, be not pointed out in the law; 
it is not a good law, as it does not teach the subject of 
the law the truth in this matter; but it is a deceitful law, 
or is directly calculated to deceive. It threatens a punish- 
ment, which the subject would naturally believe to be 
the whole punishment to which he is exposed by trans- 
gression, or which can be justly inflicted on him.—But 
this, if the objection be well grounded, is by no means 
the case. Thus the law would Spee tend to deceive 
fatally all its subjects. 

9. From what is granted by Dr. C. it certainly follows, 
that the threatening of the law is all that can be inflict- 
ed consistently with justice, and that the punishment 
threatened in the law, and that which is allowed by strict 
justice, is one and thé same. He says, “ Whatever sin 
may in its own nature, be supposed to deserve ; it is 
not reasonable to suppose, that it should be universally 
reckoned to death, when no law is in being that makes 
death the special penalty of transgression.”*—“ Sin is 
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not reckoned, brought to account, ought not to be looked 
upon as being taxed with the forfeiture of life, when 
there is no law in being, with death as its affixed sanc- 
tion.”* Therefore whatever sin may be supposed to 
deserve, it is not reasonable, that it should be reckoned, 
it ought not to be reckoned, or which is the same thing, 
it is not just, that it should be reckoned to any punish- 
ment whatever, when there is no law in being, which 
makes that punishment the special penalty of transgres- 
sion. Therefore, as I said, the punishment threatened 
in the law, is all which can be inflicted consistently with 
justice ; and the punishment threatened in the law, and 
that which is allowed by strict justice, are one and the 
same. 

10. If the law do not threaten all that punishment, 
which is just, we cannot possibly tell what is a just punish- 
ment, or what justice threatens or admits with regard to 
punishment, and what it does not admit. If once we 
give up the law and the testimony, we are left to our 
own imaginations. Dr. C, holds, that the wages of sin 
are the second death, and that this death is a punishment 
which shall last, according to the language of scripture, 
for ever and ever. Are these wages, and this punish- 
ment which shall continue for ever and ever, adequate to 
the demand of justice or not? If they are, then the law 
threatens all which justice requires.—If they are not, 
then the wages of sin, and the punishment for ever and 
ever, are a gracious punishment, and sinners deserve a 
longer punishment. But how do we know, that sinners 
deserve a longer punishment, than this? No longer 
punishment is threatened in the law, or in mm part of 

' scripture. 

11. Ifsin deserve a longer punishment, than that which 

is threatened in the law, it deserves either an endless 
* Page 47. 
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punishment, or a temporary punishment longer than that 
which is threatened in the law. But if sin deserve an 
endless punishment, it is an infinite evil—tlf it deserve a 
temporary punishment though longer than that which is 
threatened in the law, all men may finally be saved, 
even though the state of future punishment be intended 
to satisfy the divine justice : the contrary of which how- 
ever is asserted by Dr. C. 

12. If the damned, though they shall be punished ac- 
cording to law, will not be punished as much as they de- 
serve; what shall we make of the scriptures, which 
declare, that they shall have judgment without mercy ; 
that Gon will not spare, nor pity them ; that wrath shall 
be poured upon them without mixture? &c. 

I now appeal to the reader, whether, notwithstanding 
this objection, the damned, in suffering the whole penalty 
threatened in the divine law, do not suffer as much as 
they deserve according to strict justice, and therefore 
suffer a penalty to the highest degree vindictive. 

IV. If it should be further objected, that there is no 
inconsistency in representing future punishment to be 
fully adequate to the demerit of sin; and yet to repre- 
sent it as disciplinary, and adapted to the repentance and 
personal good of the patient: as both the ends of the per- 
sonal good of the patient, and of the satisfaction of jus- 
tice, are answered by it: it is to be noticed, 

1. If this objection mean, that the punishment which 
is merely adapted to the personal good of the patient, be 
all which is deserved -by sin; 1 beg leave to refer the 
objector to the next chapter. 

2. If it mean, that though sin do desery e, and the 
damned will suffer, more punishment, than that which is 
conducive to the personal good of the patient; even all 
that punishment which is according to strict justice ; yet 
all will be saved finally : then it will follow that an end- 
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less punishment is not deserved by sin. In this case, I 
beg leave to refer the objector to chapter VI. 

3. Still on the foundation of this objection, the damn- 
ed, as. they will have previously suffered all that they 
deserve, will finally be delivered from further suffering 
of wrath, not by forgiveness, not by grace, nor through 
Cnaisr ; but entirely on the footing of strict justice, as 
having suffered the full penalty of the law. 

4. Dr. C. could not consistently make this objection. 
The objection holds, that the damned do suffer a punish- 
ment entirely satisfactory to justice: and Dr. C. allows, 
that if the punishment of the wicked be intended to 
* satisfy the justice of Gop, and give warning to others, 
*tis impossible all men should be saved.””* 

Having in this first chapter, so far attended to Dr. C’s 
system concerning future punishment, as to find, that it 
appears to be a combination of the most jarring princi- 
ples; and having particularly pointed out the mutual dis- 
cordance of those principles; 1 might spare myself the 
- Jabour of a further examination of his book; until at 
least it should be made to appear, that those principles 
do in reality harmonize with each other.—But as some 
may entertain the opinion, that though there be incon- 
sistences in the Book, yet the general doctrine of univer- 
sal salvation is true, and is defensible, if not on all the 
grounds, on which Dr. C. has undertaken the defence of 
it, yet on some of them at least; therefore I have deter- 
mined to proceed to a more particular examination of 
this doctrine, and of the arguments brought by Dr. C. ia 
support of it. 


‘ 
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CHAPTER II. 


WHETHER THE DAMNED DESERVE ANY OTHER PUNISHMENT, THAN 
THAT WHICH IS CONDUCIVE TO THEIR PERSONAL GOOD. 


Ow the supposition, that future punishment is a mere 
discipline necessary and happily conducive to the repen- 
tance aad good of the damned; it may be asked, whether 
such discipline be all which they deserve, and which can 
consistently with strict justice be inflicted; or whether 
they do indeed deserve a greater degree or duration of 
pupishment, than that which is sufficient to lead them te 
repentance, and that additional punishment be by grace 
remitted to them. Let us consider both these hypothe- 
ses, 

The first is, that the wicked deserve, according to 
strict justice, no more punishment, than is necessary to 
lead them to repentance, and to prepare them for hap- 
piness.—T hat this is not a mere hypothesis made by an 
opponent of Dr. C. but is a doctrine wnplied at least, if 
not expressly asserted in his book, may appear by the 
following quotations. *Is it not far more reasonable to 
suppose, that the miseries of the other world are a pro- 
per discipline in order to accomplish this end” [the re- 
covery of sinners] “than that they should be final and 
vindictive only?” If a finaland vindictive punishment be 
entirely just, what has reason to object to the infliction of 
it, in some instances at least ?—f*‘'The consideration of 
hell as a purging fire, is that only which can make the 
matter sit easy on one’s mind.” But if hell, though not 
merely a purging fire, be justly deserved. why does not 
‘the thought of it sit easy on one’s mind? So that it is 
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manifestly implied in this reasoning of Dr. C. that no other 
punishment of the wicked can be reconciled with justice,, 
than that which is adapted to their personal good. 

The same is implicitly asserted by other writers on 
the same side of the question concerning future punish- 
ment. Bishop Vewton, in his Dissertation on the Final 
State of Mankind,* says, ‘It is just and wise and good, and 
even merciful, to correct a sinner as long as he deserves 
correction ; to whip and scourge him, as I may say, out of 
his faults.” Therefore all the punishment of the sinner, 
which is just, and which he deserves, is correction, or to 
be scourged out of his faults. The Chevalier Ramsay 
tells us, that “ Justice is that perfection in Gon, by which 
he endeavours to make all intelligences just.”} ‘¢ Vindic- 
tive justice, is that attribute in Gon, by which he pur- 
sues vice with all sorts of torments, till it be totally ex- 
tirpated, destroyed and annihilated.”{ Therefore if Gov: 
inflict any punishment with any other design, than to 
make the subject of that punishment just, and to extir- 
pate vice from him, he violates even vindictive justice. 
' M. Petitpierre in a tract lately published in England, and 
highly applauded by some, declares, that “ repentance 
appeases divine anger, and disarms its justice ; because 
it accomplishes the end infinite goodness has in view, 
even when arrayed in the awful majesty of avenging jus- 
tice ; which was severe, because the moral state of the 
sinner required‘such discipline; and which when that 
state is reversed, by conversion and holiness, will have 
nothing to bestow suitable to it, but the delightful mani- 
festations of mercy and forgiveness.’ “The honour 
of the divine law is sufficiently guarded by the punish- 
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- * As transcribed in the Monthly Review for March, 1783. 
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ment of the sinner as long as he remains impenitent, and 
by the faithful and obedient adherence of the penitent 
offender. Divine justice is always satisfied when it at- 
tains its end; and this end is always attained, whenever 
the sinner is brought to repentance.”* So that it is evi- 
dent, that all these writers implicitly, held the propo- 
sition now under consideration, which is, that the wick- 
ed deserve according to strict justice, no more punish- 
ment than is necessary to lead them to repentance, and 
prepare them for happiness. This is not only a real 
tenet of those writers, but is most essential and important 
to their system; for if the contrary can be established, 
consequences will follow, which will greatly embarrass, 
if not entirely overthrow that system. I therefore beg 
the patience of the reader, while I particularly examine 
that tenet: Concerning it the following observations may 
be made, 

1. It implies that the punishment which is necessary 
to lead the wicked to repentance is the curse of the 
divine law. Without doubt that punishment which 
amounts to the utmost, which strict justice admits, in- 
cludes the penalty or curse of the divine law. The lat- — 
ter doés not exceed the former; because the divine law 
is founded in perfect justice, and whatever is inconsis- 
tent with justice, is equally inconsistent with the divine 
law. If therefore the sinner deserve, according to strict 
justice, precisely so much punishment as is necessary to 
Jead him to repentance and no more, then this is the true 
and utmost curse of the divine law.—Yet such a punish- 
ment as this, is really-on the whole no evil, and there- 
fore no curse even to the subject ; because by the sup- 
position it is necessary to lead him to repentance, and 
prepare him for the everlasting joys and, glory of 
heaj en. ; 

* Thoughts:on the Divine Goodness, page 112. 
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Dr. C. has given us his idea of a curse, in his Five Dis- 
sertations,* in the following words, ‘A testimony of the 
divine displeasure against man’s offence :” “ A testimony 
of the vengeance of Gop, which is a judgment on his 
part and a real evil on man’s part.” In the same book, 
he states his idea of a blessing to a man, to be, “ That 
which is greatly to his advantage.” But the pains of 
hell, if they be absolutely necessary, and most happily 
conducive to the repentance and endless happiness of 
the damned, are no real evil on their part, nor any judg- 
ment or testimony of vengeance on Gon’s part: and there- 
fore are no curse at ali; but are according to the Doc- 
tor’s own definition a real blessing, and a real testimony 
of the benevolence of Gon to the damned. Surely a medi- 
cine of disagreeable taste, but absolutely necessary to 
preserve the life, or restore the health of a man, and 
administered with consummate judgment, is no evil or 
curse to the man to whom it is administered; but is a de- . 
sirable good, ora blessing to him; and the administra- 
tion of it, is a full proof of the benevolence of the physi- 


cian to his patient. A proof equally demonstrative of 


the divine benevolence to the damned, is the whole of 
their punishment in hell, if it be designed merely to lead 
them to repe:tance and to prepare them for happiness : 
and this fruit of the divine benevolence can, according 
to Dr. C’s own definition of a curse, be no curse. _ 

It is granted by Dr. C. and in general by other adyo- 
cates for universal salvation, that the torments of hell 
are not only wisely adapted, but that they are absolutely 
necessary to lead the damned to repentance; that no 
more gentle means would so weil answer the proposed 
end; that therefore the divine goodness and wisdom 
have chosen and apptied those torments, as the means 
of good to the damned. But certainly that which is on 
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the whole necessary for a person’s own good, is to him, 
on the whole, no real evil, and therefore no curse; but 
a good, a blessing; a wise man would choose it for him- 
self, as it is, in its connexion, really and properly eligi- 
ble or desirable. If the torments of hell taken in con- 
nexion with repentance and endless happiness be a 
curse, then repentance and endless happiness taken in 
connexion with the torments of hell, are acurse too. If 
. some bitter pill, considered as connected with life, be a 
curse; then life connected with that pill, is a curse too. 
That and that only is a curse to a person, which taken 
in its proper connexions and dependences, renders him 
more miserable, than he would be without it. On the 
contrary, that is a blessing to a person, which taken in 
its proper connexions and dependences, renders him more 
happy than he would be without it. It is just as great 
a blessing and just as great a privilege, as happiness 
itself. And with what propriety this can be called a 
curse, | appeal to every man acquainted with propriety 
of language to determine. ‘To call this a curse is to con- 
found a curse anda blessing —This being the true idea 
of a curse and a blessing, it immediately follows on the 
supposition now under consideration, that the torments of 
hell are no curse, but a blessing to those on whom they 
are inflicted; because the very supposition is, that they 
are necessary to secure and promote their happiness and 
are inflicted for this end only. 

The absurdity then, to which on the whole we are re- 
duced is, that those means, which are the best that infi- 
nite wisdom itself could devise and apply, for the salva- 
tion of those who die in impenitence, are the curse of 
the divine law; and that the greatest evil which God 
can consistently with justice inflict on the greatest and 
most obdurate enemy of himself, of his Son our glorious 
Saviour, of his law, of his grace, and of mankind, is, to 
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put him under the best possible advantages to secure and 
promote his highest everlasting happiness: which is no 
more nor less than to say, That the greatest curse which 
God can consistentiy with his perfections inflict on the 
sinner dying in impenitence, is to bestow on him the 
greatest blessing, which it is in the power of omnipotence 
and infinite bounty to bestow on him, in his present tem- 
per of mind; that the divine law has no curse at all an- 
nexed to it; and that the penalty of the law is an inesti- 
mable blessing, the blessing of repentance, or of that dis- 
cipline, which is absolutely necessary, and most wisely 
adapted to lead to repentance, and to prepare for the 
greatest happiness. 

If on this view of the matter, it should be said, that 
the punishment of hell is not the greatest blessing which 
God can bestow on the sinner who dies in impenitence ; 
that it would be a greater blessing, to grant him repen- 
tance by immediate efficacious grace, and then receive 
him to heavenly happiness ;—Concerning this I observe, 
that it gives up the only ground, on which the supposi- 
tion now under consideration rests, and on which alone 
it can be supported. The supposition is, that the pun- 
ishment of hell is inflicted with the sole view of leading 
the sufferers to repentance, and of promoting their good. 
But if their good might be as effectually secured and 
promoted by other means, as is now asserted, then the 
torments of hell are not inflicted to promiote the good of 
the sufferers. So far as their good is concerned, those 
torments are needless, nay they are a wanton exercise of 
cruelty. But as cruelty:cannot be ascribed to the only 
‘wise God, he must, if this” objection be valid, inflict the 
torments of hell, for some other end, than the final hap- 
piness of those who are sent to that world of misery. 

Beside ; Dr. C. and other opposers of endless punish- 
ment, are no friends to the doctrine of efficacious grace. 
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According to their system, efficacious grace destroys all 
liberty and moral agency, and reduces men to mere ma- 
chines. Therefore in their view, to be led to repen- 
tance by efficacious grace, is not a greater blessing, than 
to be led to repentance by the torments of hell; because 
it is not a greater blessing to be a watch or a windmill 
than to be a rational moral agent. Nay, according to 
their system, there is no possibility of leading by effica- 
cious grace any man to a repentance which is of a holy 
or of a moral nature : because, according to their system, 
a necessary holiness is no holiness, and a necessary re- 
pentance is no more of a moral nature, than the working 
of a machine. 

2. lf all who are saved, be delivered from wrath on 
account of the merit of Christ in any sense, then that 
punishment, which leads to repentance, is not the curse 
of the law, or is not all the punishment which justice 
admits. They who suffer the curse of the law, satisfy 
the law, and therefore stand in no need of the merit of 
Christ to satisfy the law or to deliver them from the 
curse of it. They can no longer consistently with justice 
be holden under that curse. To hold such persons still 
under the curse of the law, unless they can obtain an in- 
terest in the merit of Christ, can never be reconciled 
with the moral perfection of God. Yet this is the very 
fact, if that punishment which leads to repentance be 
the curse of the law and’at the same time, as Dr. C. 
abundantly holds, salvation in the deliverance from wrath, 
as well as in the bestowment of positive happiness, be 
granted to no man, but on account of the merit of Christ. 

3. On this hypothesis, our Lord Jesus Christ will not 
save all men, nor will all men be saved, whether by 
Christ, or without him—Deltiverance from the curse of 
the law is essential to salvation. But if the curse of the 
law be that punishment, which is necessary to lead to 
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repentance ; and if, as the advocates for universal salva- 
tion hold, a great part of mankind will suffer this punish- 
ment; it follows, that a great part of mankind will not 
be saved. For to be saved, and yet to suffer the curse 
of the law, is a direct contradiction. ‘To suffer the curse 
of the law is to be damned, and is all the damnation to 
which any sinner is exposed, and to which justice, the 
most strict and rigorous justice, can doom him. If then 
any man have suffered this damnation, from what is he 
or can he be saved? Certainly from nothing, because he 
is exposed to nothing: unless we say, that by the just law 
of the God of perfect justice, he is exposed to unjust pun- 
ishment. 

If to this argument it be objected, that though all men 
are not saved from the curse of the law, whether by 
Christ, or without him; yet all are finally admitted to 
happiness; those who repent in this life, are admitted to 
happiness through the: merits of Christ; those who die 
impeniient, are admitted to the same, in consequence of 
enduring in their own persons, the curse of the law: and 
that this is all which is intended by the salvation of all 
men :—with respect to this I observe. 

(1) This is no proper salvation, which in its primary 
meaning signifies a deliverance from evil. But accord- 
ing to the case now stated, some men are not delivered 
from any evil, to which they ever were exposed; but 
suffer it all. Therefore they are notsaved. = 

(2) That this objection entirely sets aside, with re- 
gard to a great part of mankind, salvation in the way of 
forgiveness of sin, and the free grace of God in the par- 
don of the sinner, which is contrary to the whole gospel. 

But to proceed; as Christ,.on the present hypothesis, 
doth not in fact save all men; so it would be no favour 
to them, for him to attempt the salvation of all those who 
die impenitent. An attempt to deliver them from the 


STRICTLY EXAMINED. 45 


curse of the law, would be an attempt to deprive them 
of the most necessary, wise, desirable and merciful means 
of grace, on which their eternal happiness depends: an 
attempt not to deliver them from any thing which on the 
whole is an evil, a disadvantage even to themselves; but 
to deprive them of that on which their supreme inter- 
est depends; of that which is in fact the greatest good,. 
which they, in their present temper can enjoy, and the 
greatest blessing which at. present God can possibly be- 
stow on them.—Now to deprive them of this, is certain- 
ly no-fayour, nor any fruit of graee, mercy or goodness 
to them personally. Even to take them_to beaven, be- 
fore they have passed through this discipline would by no 
means be so great a favour to them, as to cause them to 
pass through this discipline ; as it would be to take them 
to heaven before they were prepared for it, or could 
enjoy happinese in it. 

Further; if the curse of the law be that punishment, 
which is necessary to lead to repentance, then Christ 
came not to deliver from the curse of the law, all who 
are to be finally happy, but to inflict that curse ona part 
of them. Christ is exalted to be a prince and a Saviour 
to give repentance and forgiveness of sins. It is a part 
of his office, to bring men to repentance, by all wise and 
proper means. Dr. C..and other advocates for universal 
salvation, suppose, that hell torments are the means, and 
most wise, proper and necessary means too, by which 
Christ will execute the work of giving repentance to 
all the damned. Therefore his work as a saviour, so 
far as respects them, is; on Dr. C’s plan, not to deliver 
them from the curse of the law, but to inflict that curse 
on them. But who is not struck with the contrariety of 
this idea, to the constant, uniform declarations of scrip- 
ture, that Christ came to redeem us from the curse of 
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the law, to save us from wrath, to deliver us from the 
wrath to come, &c. 

Will it be said in opposition to the last observation, 
that those who die in impenitence, are not saved in any 
sense by or through Christ, whether by his atonement, 
or by him as God’s prime minister, in the fulness of times 
bringing all to repentance; and that therefore Christ is 
not come to inflict the curse of the law on any who shall 
be finally happy? 'Then let it never more be pleaded, that 
Christ is the saviour of all men; that he gave himself a 
ransom for all; that he tasted death for every man; that 
the grace of God, and the gift by grace, which is by one 
man Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto the many, (mean- 
ing all men) that by the righteousness of one the free 
gift shall come upon all men to justification of life; that 
Christ must reign, till he shall have put all enemies un- 
der his feet, in genuine repentance; that peace being 
made by the blood of the cross, it pleased the father by 
Christ to reconcile all things to himself. For if Christ 
Shall not finally have saved all men by his merit, nor 
shail have led them to repentance in the execution of 
the scheme of providence ; in what sense can the salya- 
tion of all men be ascribed to Christ? In what conceiva- 
ble sense can he be called the Saviour of all men?— 
Therefore if any adopt the idea of the objection just 
stated, let them never more plead in favour of the salva- 
tion of all men, any of those passages of scripture refer- 
red to above, nor any passage, which relates to salvation 
by Christ. . . 

Beside ; if the damned be led to repentance by the 
torments of beil, by whom are those torments inflicted ? 
Not by Christ it seems, because that would imply, that 
Christ came not to deliver all who shall be finally happy, 
from the curse of the law; but to inflict that curse on a 
part of them. By whom then will those torments, those 
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most excellent means of grace, be administered? Is not 
Christ the judge of all men? The father judgeth no 
man, but hath committed ali judgment to the son. We 
must all stand at his judgment seat and receive according 
to that which we shall have done in the body whether 
good or evil: and he will say; Depart, ye cursed, into 
everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and his angels. 

4. If the penalty of the law consist in that punishment, 
which is necessary to lead to repentance, then all the 
damned, if brought to repentance at all, are delivered out 
of hell, not on the footing of grace and mercy, or of fa- 
vour and goodness ; but on the footing of the strictest 
justice ; not on the footing of the gospel, but of the rigour 
of law.—By the present hypothesis, the damned all suf- 
fer that punishment, which is necessary to lead them to 
repentance, and therein suffer the curse of the law, or 
all that punishment which the utmost rigour of law and 
justice denounces or can inflict. If the Deity himself 
were to proceed in punishing, one step beyond this line, 
he would exceed the hounds of justice, would rise in op- 
position to his own perfections, would deny himself; in 
short, would no longer be God. Therefore as soon as a 
sinner in hell is brought to repentance, he must be im- 
mediately released. Nor is he under obligation to plead 
for grace or favour ; he may demand release on the foot- 
ing of personal justice. He is under no necessity to have 
recourse to the gospel, he may insist on bis personal right, 
on the footing of the law. He hath satisfied the law ; he 
hath satisfied the justice of God; it hath taken its course, 
on him; he hath nothing more to fear from it; and he 
must be delivered from further punishment or else he is 
injured, he is oppressed. 

Nay; to plead for mercy or favour in each to his 
deliverance, is not merely needless ; it is out of charac- 
ter, it is degrading himself who stands right with respect 


? 


48 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


to the law, to the place of one who is obnoxious to still 
further punishment. Itimplies that he is ignorant of his 
own character and relation to the Deity and his law. 
Equally out of character would he act, if on his deliver- 
ance, he should render praise or thanks, either to God 
the father, er to his son Jesus Christ. Surely a man 
condemned by a civil judge, to receive forty stripes save 
one, after he has received them, is under no obligation 
to render praise or thanks for his release, either to the 
judge or to the executive officer. 

But how are these, things reconcileable with the scrip- 
tures? Surely these consequences fairly deducible from 
the hypothesis under consideration, are entirely incon- 
sistent with the gospel; and the hypothesis itself cannot 
consistently be embraced by any belionens in the New 
‘Testament. 

Particularly : This hypothesis precludes all pomuldiity 
of forgiveness of the damned, even, on the supposition 
that they are finally to be admitted to heavenly happi- 
ness.—Forgiveness implies, that the sinner forgiven is 
not punished in his own person, according to law and 
justice. But on the hypothesis under consideration in 
this chapter, all the damned, are in their own persons 
punished according to law and justice, in that they suffer 
ihat punishment, which is necessary to lead them to re- 
pentance. Who would think of telling a man, who has in 
his own person, received the corporeal punishment, to 
which he had been condemned, that the crime for which 
he received that punishment, is freely forgiven him? 
This would be adding insult to the rigour of justice. — 
But according to the scriptures, it seems there is no sal- 
vation on the footing of the law, or without forg 
‘Therefore either it must be made to appear, that 
scriptures do admit the idea, that some men will be re- 
ceived to heaven on the footing of law, and 5 without | for- 
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giveness of sins; or the hypothesis, that the punishment, 
which is sufficient to lead to repentance, is the curse of 
the law, must be renounced. 

5. All men who are by any means brought to repen- 
tance, whether by the torment of hell or any other cause, 
are on the footing of justice entitled to perfect subsequent 
impunity. By the supposition, the sole just end of all the 
punishment inflicted by the Deity, is the repentance of 
the sinner. But this end is already obtained in all who 
are the subjects of repentance. Therefore to punish 
them is to inflict pain or misery for no just end whatever. 
But that the Deity should inflict misery for no. just end, 
is for him to commit injustice and wanton cruelty, which 
is impossible. What then is become of the curse or pen. 
alty of the divine law? The apostle declares, ‘ Cursed 
is every one that continueth not in all things written in 
the book of the law to do them.” This seems to import, 
that every transgressor is exposed toa curse. But he 
who transgresses in eyer so many instances, and then 
whether sooner or later repents, whether his repentance 
be effected by mercies, or by judgments, or by any other 
cause, is exposed to no curse, no punishment whatever ; 
nor can without injustice be made the subject of any. 
On this scheme, if there be any curse in the law, it must 
be repentance self. By the curse of the Jaw, is doubtless 
meant the ill consequence, to which the _simer is by law 
and justice subjected, on’ account of his “transgression. — 
But according to the scheme now before us, repentance, 
whensgever and by what cause soever it may exist in @ 
sinner, is all the ill comsequence (if it may be so caHed) 
to which he is by law and justice subjected on account 
of any sin or sins, This therefore with respect to him 
is the whole curse of the law, and can this be true 9 
“ Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, being 


made a curse for as.” But hath Christ redeemed us fron 
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repentance ? and did he effect that redemption, by be~- 
coming limself a penitent ? 

6. On the hypothesis, that no man can be justly pun- 
ished for any other end, than his own personal good; no 
man commits any sin or moral evil, by any damage which 
he does, or can do, to any being beside himself; and the 
whole evil of sin consists in this, that by it a man does 
more or less damage to himself; but he never does, nor 
can possibly commit sin, by dishonouring or doing damage 
to any other being created or divine, only so far as, in 
the same action, he does damage to himself personally 
considered.—If God never do nor can justly punish a sin- 
ner, for any other end, than to lead him to repentance 
and to promote his good; and if all just punishment be a 
mere discipline necessary and wholesome to the reci- 
pient; then punishment inflicted for any other end is 
unjust. It is unjust to punish a sinner on account of any 
contempt of the Deity, any opposition to his designs, to 
his cause or kingdom in the world, or on account of 
any abuses of any man or men, excepting so far as he 
damages himself atthe same time. If it be just to punish 
a sinner for any of those sins, further, or in any other 
respect, than as he damages himself; itis just to punish 
him for other end or ends, than his own personal good; 
which is contrary to the supposition.—But if it be unjust 
to punish for actions in any other respect than as in those 
actions. a man damages himself or his own interest; it 
must be because there is no moral evil in those actions, 
on any other account, or in any other view of them, than 
that by them he does a damage to himself, and the whole 
evil of sin must consist in this, that it is disadvantageous 
to the sinner’s own interest or happiness. ‘The end of 
all punishment is the removal or prevention of evil : and 
the evil to be removed or prevented by’ punishment, 
and which is the only ground of punishment, is the only 
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evil of sin. But the hypothesis which we are opposing 
throughout this chapter is, that the only just ends of 
punishment, are the repentance and good of the sinner 
himself ; that is, the removal or prevention of personal 
evil to the sinner, is the only just end of punishing him. 
Of course this personal evil to the sinner, is the only just 
ground of punishing him, and is the whole evil of sin. 

Now if this be the whole evil of sin, and it deserve 
punishment on no other account than this ; no wonder 
there is such opposition made to the doctrine of endless 
punishment. For truly, if the nature and evil of sin be 
such, as hath been just now stated, not only the endless 
punishment of it is unjust, but any punishment of however 
short duration is unjust; because sin carries its own full 
punishment in itself. All that punishment which it de- 
serves, is either contained in sin at the time it is com- 
mitted, or it follows afterward, as a natural and neces- 
sary consequence, without any pain inflicted by the 
Deity ; and to inflict any, the least pain, on the sinner, as 
a punishment of his sin, is manifestly unjust and absurd. 
—Ifa child, in consequence of thrusting its finger into'a 
eandle, should suffer great pain, surely it would not, be- 
side that pain, deserve chastisement: because all the 
evil of its imprudence consists in bringing on itself that 
pain, and that pain itself is the full punishment of the 
imprudence. Therefore to inflict any further punish- 
ment must be unjust and cruel.—To apply this; all the 
moral evil of which the sinner is guilty, consists in bring- 
ing pain or loss on himself, and to punish him for this, is 
as absurd, as to punish the child just supposed; or to 
punish a man because he will walk with pebbles im his 
shoes, will whip himself, or will bring on himself the 
pain of hunger, by going without his ordinary meal. 

7. On this hypothesis, he that repenteth, shall be 
-sayed, from what? from that wise, wholesome and neces- 


52 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


gary discipline, which cannot be justly inflicted, after he 
becomes a penitent; or in other words, he shall be 
saved from a punishment which is entirely unjust.— 
Therefore the promises of salvation to those who repent, 
amount to nothing more than assurances, that Gop will 
not abuse, injure or rob them of their personal rights. 
But do we want so many “ exceeding great and precious 
promises,” to assure us of this? Or are these promises 
so exceeding great and precious, as it seems they were 
in the judgment of an apostle? Have we not abundant 
evidence of the same truth, from the moral rectitude of 
the Deity, without the aid of even a single promise ? 

8. If the sinner deserve no more punishment, than is 
necessary to lead to repentance, then he experiences 
much more of the grace and mercy of Gop, while he is 
in hell, than he does while he is on earth, or than he 
does in his deliverance from hell, In hell he enjoys those 
means of grace which are far better and more wisely 
and effectually calculated to secure’ bis everlasting hap- 
piness, than those means which he enjoys on earth. In 
hell he receives real and demonstrative tokens of the 
divine grace and mercy in that discipline which is so 
necessary and so happily conducive to his everlasting 
happiness. But in deliverance from hell on his repen- 
tance, he receives no favour; his deliverance is a mere 
act of justice which cannot be denied him. 

9. On the same hypothesis, the curse of the law, and 
the greatest, most necessary and most desirable mean of 
grace with respect to the impenitent, are one and the 
same thing. This is so plain, that net a word need be 
said to elucidate it. Therefore if Christ were to save 
any man from the curse of the law, he would deprive him 
of the best mean of grace. which he does or can enjoy. ; 
and this salvation itself, so far from a blessing to the sin- - 
ner, would be an infinitely greater curse, than the curse 
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of the law; because it would deprive him of a necessary 
and most excellent mean of grace, the punishment which 
is necessary to lead him to repentance. Nor would the 
gift of Christ himself, his incarnation, sufferings, death, 
atonement, or any thing which he hath done, or can pos- 
sibly do, to save us from the curse of the law, be any 
favour or blessing to the person to be saved, but utterly 
the reverse. It is evidently no blessing to any man per- 
_ sonally, but the reverse, that any measures should be 
taken to deprive him of the best and most necessary 
mean of grace, without which he would not be prepared 
for heaven and could not be admitted to it. 

10. The doctrine, that the sinner deserves no more 
punishment, than is necessary to lead to repentance, con- 
futes itself in this respect; that while it holds forth, that 
no punishment can justly be inflicted on the sinner, but 
that which is merely disciplinary, at the same time it 
supposes, that such a punishment is in fact inflicted on 
all the damned, as is to the highest degree vindictive. 
What is a proper vindictive punishment, but that which 
satisfies the demands of law and justice ? But that such a 
punishment is inflicted on al! the damned, is supposed by 
all who espouse the principle, which I am now opposing. 
Therefore in that very doctrine, in which they mean to 
oppose all vindictive punishment, they in the fullest sense 
hold it, by holding that such punishment as-is conducive 
to the good of the sufferer, is all which justice admits. 

If they should say, that the punishment of the damned 
is not merely vindictive ; but at the same time disciplinary 
too, and therefore just: though if it were merely vindic- 
tive, it would be unjust: I answer, the present question 
entirely respects punishment which is merely disciplinary. 
Therefore to allow, that the punishment of the damned 
is partly vindictive, is to give up this question, and to 
‘substitute another.—Beside ; if a vindictive punishment 
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be unjust, how can it become just by being connected 
with a punishment, which is just? To correct a child, to 
gratify a malicious temper, is doubtless unjust. Now, if 
a man correct his child from two motives, partly from 
malice, and partly from a view to the good of the child; 
the justice of his conduct, so far as he is influenced by 
the latter motive, can never render his conduct just, so 
far as it proceeds from the former. 

A vindictive punishment is that which is inflicted with 
a design to support the authority of a broken law, and of 
a despised government: And if the punishment be just, 
it is at the same time according to the conduct or de- 
merit of the transgressor, ‘This is demanded by every 
law ; and if the law be just, it is justly demanded: Or in 
other words, such a punishment of the transgression of a 
just law, as is sufficient to support the authority of that 
law, is ajust punishment. At the same time it is a pun- 
ishment as truly, and to as high a degree vindictive, as 
justice will admit. Now if that punishment which is 
necessary to lead the sinner to repentance, bersufficient 
thus to.support the authority and dignity of the divine 
law and government, and be inflicted for this end ; it is 
to the highest degree vindictive, and designedly vindic- 
tive. If it be not sufficient to answer those ends, it is 
not the whole punishment, which the divine law and jus- 
tice demand: For as I haye before observed, every just 
and wise law demands that punishment which is neces- 
sary to its own support or existence, and justice and wis- 
dom enforce this demand. ~ 

Therefore let the advocates for. universal salvation 
make their choice. If they shall choose to hold agree- 
ably to the present supposition, that such punishment as 
is necessary to lead to repentance, is all that ean justly 
be inflicted on the sinner, and that therefore it is suf- 
ficient to support the authority and dignity of the divine 
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law and government; they stand convicted of holding, 
that the punishment of the damned is by no means mere- 
ly disciplinary, but to the highest degree vindictive. If 
on the other hand, they choosé to hold, that the punish- 
ment which is necessary to lead the sinner to repentance, 
is not adequate to the purposes before mentioned; then 
they must renounce the principle, which we have been 
$0 long considering, and allow the divine law does de- 
nounce a further punishment, than that which is necessary 
to lead the sinner to repentance, and is a mere discipline. 
Because the divine law being perfectly just, does justly, 
and must necessarily admit of that punishment, which 
is sufficient to its own support of existence.—Thus on 
either supposition, they must renounce a very favourite 
tenet. 

11. With what propriety can we talk of satisfying the 
law by repentance, or by that punishment, which is 
necessary to lead to repentance; when the law says not 
a word expressly concerning repentance, either in con- 
sequence of punishment, or without it? By the law is 
the knowledge of sin; but by it we know nothing of any 
good, to be obtained by repentance, whether in the way 
of favour, or in the way of justice. The doctrine of any 
advantage to be obtained by repentance, is a doctrine of 
the gospel only, not of the law. Yet if it be unjust to 
punish a sinner with any other view, than to lead him to 
repentance, this doctrine would undoubtedly be found in 
the law. The voice of the law is, not cursed is every 
one that transgresseth, and doth not repent: But cursed 
is every one that continueth not in all things written in 
the book of the law to do them. 

12. From the principle, that sin deserves no other 
punishment, than that which is subservient to the good 
‘of the sinner, it will follow, that what we call sin, is no 
moral evil. 
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It seems to be a dictate of reason and the common sense 
of mankind, that moral evil should be followed, or de- 
serves to be followed, with natural evil or. with pain 
and shame: and that this natural evil be a real eyil to 
the sinner, an evil to him on the whole. But that evil, 
which is necessary and subservient to a man’s personal 
good, is to him no real evil; but on the whole is, even 
to him personally, a good, a blessing, and not a curse. 
Now it is not a dictate of reason and common sense, that 
moral evil deserves a blessing. That which deserves a 
blessing and no curse, is no moral evil. Therefore if 
sin deserve no other punishment than that which is sub- 
servient to the personal good of the sinner, it is no 
moral evil. 

If it be said to be no dictate of common sense, that 
moral evil should be followed with natural evil: it may 
be answered, that surely it is not a dictate of common 
sense, that it be followed, with natural good... This 
would imply, that it deserves a reward.—Nor is it a dic- 
tate of common sense, that it be followed with neither 
natural good nor natural evil. _This would imply, that it 
is worthy of neither praise nor blame, reward nor punish- 
ment; and therefore is neither a moral good nor a moral 

evil, Both which conclusions are absurd. Therefore it 
remains, that it is a dictate of reason and common sense, 
that moral evil be followed with natural evil_—Or if it 
be further urged, that it is a dictate of common sense, 
that moral evil considering the infinite goodness and 
mercy of God, should be followed with no natural evil; 
it is to be observed, that ‘this is giving up the ground of 
justice, and going on that of goodness and mercy, which 
is entirely foreign to the subject of this chapter. ~The 
inquiry of this chapter is, What sin deserves on the footing 
of justice, not what it will actually suffer on the foot- 
ing of divine infinite goodness and mercy. This latter 
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inquiry shall be carefully attended to in its place, chap- 
ter VIII. 

Again; moral evil is in itself, or in its own nature, 
odious and the proper object of disapprobation and ab- 
horrence. By its own nature I mean its tendency to 
evil, the dishonour of the Deity and the misery or dimi- 
nution of the happiness of the created system. There- 
fore it is not injurious to the person who perpetrates 
moral evil, to disapprove, hate and abhor it in itself, 
aside from all consideration of the consequences of such 
disapprobation, whether such consequences be to the per- 
petrator personally good or bad. Hence it follows, that 
it is not injurious to the perpetrator of moral evil, to 
manifest disapprobation of his conduct, so far as morally 
evil, whether such manifestation be subservient to his 
good or not. And if six be a moral evil, it is not inju- 
rious to the sinver, both to disapprove, and to manifest 
disapprobation of sin, whether such manifestation be sub- 
servient to his good or not.—But this directly contra- 
dicts the pr.nciple, that sin deserves no other punish- 
ment, than that which is subservient to the good of the 
sinner. For what is punishment, but a manifestation of 
disapprobation, which a person vested with authority 
has, of the conduct of a subject ? And if it be not inju- 
rious to the sinner, to disapprove his sin, and:to manifest 
that disapprobation, whe h>r it subserve his good or not ; 
then his sin, or he on account of his sin, deserves both 
disapprobation, and the man’festation of disapprobation, 
though that manifestation be not subservient to his per- 
sonal good: which is the same thing as to say, that the 
sinner deserves punishment, whether that punishment 
subserve his own good or not. On the other hand, if it 
be not just to manifest disapprobation of sin, it is not 
just to disapprove sin. If it be not just to disapprove or 
to hate sin, aside from the consideration, that the disap- 

6 


fc 


58 _ SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


probation is conducive to the personal good of the sin- 
ner; then sin is not in itself, or in its own nature and 
tendency, hateful or odious, but becomes odious then 
only, when the hatred of it conduces to the personal 
good of the sinner. But if sin be not in itself odious, it 
is not a moral evil; which was the thing to be proved. 

There seems to be no way to avoid this consequence 
but by holding, that moral evil is not in itself odious and 
abominable, but that it becomes odious then only, when 
the disapprobation of it subserves the personal good of 
the perpetrator: which is the same as to hold, that 
moral evil, as such, is not at all odious, but is odious in 
this particular case only, when the disapprobation of it 
subserves the good of the perpetrator: but in all other 
cases, it is a matter of indifferency at least, if not an ob- 
ject of cordial complacency ; and therefore in all other 
cases is no moral evil. 

On the supposition which I am now opposing, when a 
man sins and immediately repents, he deserves no punish- 
ment, because the end of all punishment is already ob- 
tained by his repentance, and a tendency of punishment 
to the repentance of the sinner, which is the only cir- 
cumstance, on the present hypothesis which can justify 
his punishment, cannot now be pretended, as a reason 
for his punishment. Therefore any punishment after 
repentance, must be undeserved and unjust. But if sin 
be a moral evil or a crime, it is in its own nature dis- 
pleasing to Gon, and he may justly both be displeased at 
it, and manifest his displeasure ; thatis, he may punish it, 
whether the sinner repent'or not. Repentance, though 
it is a renunciation of sin in future, makes no alteration 
in the nature of the sin which is past; nor is it ‘any satis- 
faction for that sin. If it were, it would be either the 
curse of the law, or such a meritorious act of virtue, as to 


balance the demerit of sin: Neither of which will be 
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pretended. But if the only reason why it is, or can be 
just for Gop to shew displeasure at sin, be, that the sin- 
ner may thereby be led to repentance; then sin itself, 
or the proper nature of sin, is not a just reason, why 
Gop should either be displeased, or show displeasure at 
it. Impenitence or the repetition of sin or the contint- 
ance of the sinner in it, is on this supposition, the only 
just reason or ground of either displeasure, or of any 
manifestation of displeasure at sin. Therefore sin in 
general, or sin as such, deserves no displeasure or mani- 
festation of displeasure ; but sin in some particular case 
only, as when it is persisted in or repeated. If we shotld 
hold, that sins committed in the day time, do not deserve 
punishment; but that those which are committed in the 
night, do deserve punishment, | think it would be mani- 
fest to every man, that we denied, that sin as such, and 
-by the general nature common to all sins, deserves punish- 
ment; and that we confined the desert of punishment to 
something which is merely accidental, and not at all 
essential to sin. And isit not manifest, that the desert of 
punishment is as really not extended to the general nature 
of sin, but is confined to something merely accidental, 
when it is asserted, that sin deserves no punishment, 
unless it be followed with impenitence ? or unless it be 
persisted in? or, which is the same thing, that no pun- 
ishment is just, except that which is designed to lead the 
sinner to repentance ? 
lf sin do not by its general nature deserve punishment, 
it does not by its general ‘nature deserve the manifesta- 
tion of divine displeasure ; because all manifestation of 
divine displeasure at sin, is punishment—Again, if sin do 
not by its general nature deserve the manifestation of 
divine displeasure, it does not by its general nature-de- 
serve displeasure itself: and if so, it is not by its general 
' nature a moral evil. 
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It appears then, that on the hypothesis now under con- 
sideration, sin deserves neither punishment nor hatred, 
and is no moral evil, unless it be followed with impeni- 
tence; or unless it be persisted in, for at least some time. 
The first act of sin is no moral evil. But if the first act 
be not a moral evil, why is the second, the third, or any 
subsequent act? Impenitence is nothing but a repetition 
or perseverance in acts the same or similar to that of 
which we do not repent. But if the first act, abstracted 
from the subsequent, be not a moral eyil, what reason 
can be assigned, why the subsequent should be a moral 
evil? Thus the principle, that sin deserves punishment 
so far only, as the punishment of it tends to the repen- 
tance and good of the sinner, implies, that there is no 
moral evil in the universe, eitherin the first sin, or/in 
any which follow; none even in impenitence itselfi—On 
the other hand, if sin in all instances be a moral evil, it 
is justly. to be abhorred by the Deity, whether repen- 
tance succeed or not: and if it may justly be abhorred by 
the Deity, he may justly manifest his abhorrence of it, 
whether repentance succeed or not. But to allow this, 
is to give up the principle, that sin deserves no other 
punishment, than that which is subservient to the repen- 
tance and good of the sinner. 

Punishment is a proper manifestation of displeasure, 
made by a person in authority, at some crime or moral 
evil. If sin, though repented of, be still a moral evil, 
and the just object of the divine displeasure ; why is it not 
just, that this displeasure should be manifested? But 
~ the manifestation of the divine displeasure at moral evil, 

is punishment.—If on the other hand, it be an injurious 
treatment of a sinner, that the Deity should, after repen- 
tance, manifest his displeasure at him, on account of his 
sin; then doubtless it is injurious in the Deity to be dis- 
pleased with him on account of his sin, of which he has 
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repented. Again; if it be injurious in the Deity to be 
displeased with a man on account of his sin, after he has 
desisted from it in repentance, why is it not injurious to 
be displeased with him, on account of his past sin, though 
he is still persisting in sin? If one act of murder be not 
the proper object of the abhorrence of all holy intelli- 
gences, creator and creatures, why are two or one hun- 
dred acts of murder proper objects of abhorrence. Add 
nought to itself as often as you please, you can never 
make it something.—So that by this principle we seem 
to be necessarily led to this conclusion, that no man on 
account of any sin whatever, whether repented of or nof, 
can consistently with justice be made the object of divine 
abhorrence or displeasure, and consequently tbat sin in 
no instance whatever is a moral evil. 
On the principle which lam now opposing, whenever 
a man commits any sin, for instance murder, neither Gon, 
nor man hath any right to manzfest displeasure at his con- 
duct, or even to be displeased with it, till two things are 
fully known; first, whether the murderer do or do not 
repent; secondly, whether displeasure in this case, or 
the manifestation of displeasure, will conduce to the bap- 
piness of the murderer. If he do repent, no inteHigent 
being bath a right, on the footing of justice, to be dis- 
pleased ; nor even if he be impenitent, unless it be known. 
for a certainty, that the displeasure of the person, who 
is inquiring whether he have a right to be displeased or 
not, will conduce to the repentance and good of the mur- 
derer. To say otherwise ; to say that we have a right 
in justice to be displeased with the conduct of a murderer, 
though he does repent, or though such displeasure does 
not conduce to his repentance and happiness, is to give 
up the principle in question. For if we may justly be 
displeased with his conduct, though he is penitent, or 
though onr displeasure does not conduce to his personal 
6* 
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happiness ; we may justly manifest our displeasure. But 
manifestation of displeasure, especially by a ruler, at 
the misconduct of a subject, is punishment. 

Once more ; on the supposition that we have no right 
to be displeased with murder, unless our displeasure con- 
duce to the good of the murderer; if there be any moral 
evil or turpitude in murder, it consists not in the murder 
itself, or in the malicious action of murder ; but wholly 
in this circumstance attending it, that displeasure at it, 
conduces to the personal good of the murderer. 

Perhaps it may be objected to the reasoning in the 
last argument, that if it prove any thing, it proves too 
much, and therefore really proves nothing ; that if sin, 
or any crime, do in all cases, and on account of its own 
nature and turpitude, deserve disapprobation and punish- 
ment, it will follow, that it deserves the same, even after 
it has been punished according to strict distributive jus- 
tice ; that after such punishment the nature of the crime 
is the same which it was before; that the crime there- 
fore is still the proper object of disapprobation, and of 
the manifestation of disapprobation ; and on the ground 
of the preceding reasoning, deserves an additional punish- 
ment, after it has been once punished according to strict 
distributive justice; which is absurd, 

To this it may be answered, that a crime considered 
in connexion with its just and full punishment, is not that 
crime considered, in itself, or in its own nature merely. 
Water mingled with wine, and thus become a compound 
substance, is no longer. mere water. The preceding 
reasoning supposes, that a, crime in its own nature and 
tendency deserves disapprobation and tbe manifesta- 
tion of disapprobation. But a crime taken with the full 
puvishment of it which is according to strict distributive 
justice, and considered in this complex view, or that 
crime and the just punishment of it considered as one 
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complex object, is not that crime considered in ttself and 
in its own nature merely. 'Therefore although the crime 
considered in itself deserves punishment, yet considered 
in the complex view just stated, it deserves not addi- 
tional punishment.—And whereas it is implied in the ob- 
jection now under consideration, that a crime even after 
it has been punished according to strict distributive jus- 
tice, is still the just object of disapprobation, and there- 
fore that disapprobation may justly be manifested even 
by the magistrate, or the crime may be punished; it is 
to be observed, that the whole force of this reasoning 
depends on the meaning of the expression, a crime even 
after it has been punished according to strict distributive 
justice, is still the just object of disapprobation. If the 
meaning of that expression be, that the crime considered 
in its own nature and tendency, and as abstracted from 
the punishment or any thing done to prevent the ill ef- 
fect of the crime, is a proper object of disapprobation, 
and is an event most ardently to be deprecated, or it is 
most ardently to be wished, that it might never have 
come into existence, and in this sense, it is the just ob- 
ject of disapprobation and of the manifestation of disap- 
probation: this is undoubtedly true, and no ill conse- 
quence to the preceding reasoning will follow. But if 
the meaning of that expression be, that a crime consi- 
dered in connexion with its just punishment and the good 
effects of that punishment, as one complex object, is a 
proper object of disapprobation, so that it is proper to. 
wish, that this complex ‘object had not come into exist- 
ence; it is not true that in this sense a crime after it 
has been punished according to strict distributive justice, 
is still the just object of disapprobation. There have 
doubtless been many instances of crimes in civil society, 
which taken with the just punishments inflicted on them, 
have been on the whole the occasion of great good to 
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society, have established government and preserved the 
peace of society longer and more effectually, than would 
have been the case, had no such crimes been committed. 
Therefore the existence of those crimes taken with the 
punishments, as one complex object, is no proper object 
of disapprobation or deprecation, but of acquiescence 
and joy: because in this connexion they tend not to im- 
pair, but establish and promote the general good. In 
this sense any crime or any sin, after it has been punish- 
ed according to strict distributive justice, is not the just 
object of disapprobation, and therefore not of the mani- 
festation of disapprobation or of punishment.—So that 
the foregoing reasoning Will not proye that a sin or 
crime, once punished according to strict distributive jus- 
tice, deserves an additional puaishment. 

The essence of moral evil is, that it tends to impair the 
good and happiness of the universe: in that the odious- 
ness of sin or of moral evil consists. Anda punishment in 
the distributive sense just, is that punishment inflicted on 
the person of the sinner, which effectually prevents any 
ill consequence to the good of the universe, of the sin 
or crime punished. Now therefore sin taken with the 
just punishment of it, no more tends to impair the good 
of the universe, than poison taken with an effectual anti- 
dote, tends to destroy the life of him who takes it. 

Objection’ 1. If sin taken with its just punishment, do 
not tend to impair the good of the universe, and if the 
essence of moral evil consist in its tendency to impair 
‘the good of the universe, it seems that sin taken with its 
just punishment is no sin‘at all. Azswer: Itis indeed 
not mere sin, It is no more sin, than poison taken with 
its antidote, is poison. That poison which is mixed with 
the antidote, if it were separated from’ the antidote, 
would produce the same effects, is of the same tendency, 
and consequently of the same natin as Before the mix~ 
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ture. Yet the compound made by the mixture, pro- 
duces no such effects, is of no such tendency, and con- 
sequently ‘is of a very different nature. So any sin 
which is punished according to strict justice, abstract- 
ed from the punishment, is of the same tendency and 
nature, of which it was before the punishment. Yet that 
sin taken with its full and just punishment, as one com- 
plex object, is of a very different tendency and nature, 
and will be followed with no such effects‘as would have 
followed from it, had it not been punished. In this 
sense, sin taken with its full and just punishment is in- 
deed no sin at all. 

Objection 2. If the sinner do not deserve punishment, 
when the ill consequences of his sin are prevented by 
his personal punishment; why does he deserve punish- 
ment, when the ill consequences are prevented by the 
sufferings of his substitute ?—Answer: Desert and ill de- 
sert are according to the character of the person him- 
self, and not according to that of his representative or 
substitute. Now satisfaction for a crime by personal 
suffering is as really a part of the criminal’s personal 
character, as the crime itself. But satisfaction by the 
suffering of another, is no part of the personal character 
of the criminal. 

If then on the whole, it be an “getablab ea point, that 
on the supposition that no other punishment can be just- 
ly inflicted on the sinner, than that which is necessary 
for his repentance and happiness, sin is no moral evil; 
this will be attended with many other consequences 
equally, or if possible, still more absurd: | 

1. That sin deserves no punishment at all. Surely 

nothing but moral evil deserves punishment. 

2. That neither sin itself, nor we as sinners are the 
objects of the divine disapprobation. 

3. That neither ought we to disapprove it, whether 
in ourselyes or others. : 


66 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


4. 'That repentance is no duty of any man; yea, it is 
positively wrong. Shall we repent of an innocent ac- 
tion ? 

5. That the calamities which God brings on men in 
this life, are not reconcileable with justice. That these 
calamities in general are punishments or demonstrations 
of God’s displeasure at the sins of mankind, is manifest 
from the scriptures. This is especially manifest con- 
cerning the most extraordinary and unusual calamities 
which in scripture are mentioned to have befallen com- 
munities or individuals; as the flood of Noah, the over- 
throw of Sodom and Gomorrah, the destruction of Jeru- 
salem and the Temple by®the Chaldeans, and afterwards 
by the Romans, the death of Korah, Dathan and Abiram, 
of Nadab and Abihu, of Uzzah, &c. &c. But all these 
punishments were unjust, if sin be no moral evil. 

6. That there is no foundation in any human actions 
or characters, for praise or blame, reward or punishment. 
If sin be no moral evil, it is not blameable ; and if sin or 
vice do not deserve blame or punishment, virtue which 
is the opposite, does not deserve praise or reward: and 
all moral distinctions are groundless, as in a moral view 
there is no difference between virtue and vice, sin and 
holiness. Therefore there is no moral government in 
the universe, nor any foundation for it. 

I now appeal to the reader, with regard to the pro- 
priety of the preceding remarks, and whether the ab- 
surdities before mentioned, be not indeed implied in the 
hypothesis, that the sinner can, consistently with justice, 
be made to suffer no other punishment, than that which is 
disciplinary or conducive to the good of the sufferer, by 
leading him to repentance and preparing him for happi- 
ness. If those absurdities justly follow, not the least 
doubt can remain, but that the principle from which they 
follow, is absurd and false. 
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CHAPTER III. 


WHETHER THE DAMNED WILL IN FACT SUFFER ANY OTHER 
PUNISHMENT, THAN THAT WHICH IS CONDUCIVE TO THEIR 
PERSONAL GOOD, 


In the last chapter the subject of inquiry was, whether 
_ the damned sinner deserve, according to strict justice and 
the law of God, any other punishment, than that which is 
necessary to lead to repentance and prepare for happi- 
ness. But though it should beggranied, that he does in- 
deed deserve a further or greater punishment, than that 
which is sufficient for the ends just mentioned; yet it 
may be pleaded, that in fact he never will suffer any 
other punishment; that in hell the damned are punished 
with the sole design of leading them to repentance ; that 
when this design shall have been accomplished, what- 
ever further punishment they may deserve, will be gra- 
ciously remitted, and they immediately received to celes- 
tial felicity. Whether this be indeed the truth, is the 
subject of our present inquiry —With regard to this sub- 
a I have to propose the following considerations. 

. Ifthe damned do indeed deserve more punishment, 
sat is sufficient barely to lead them to repentance ; then 
they may, consistently with justice, be made in fact to 
suffer more. That they may consistently with justice be 
made to suffer according to their demerits, is a self-evi- 
dent proposition, To punish them so far, is not at all 
inconsistent with the justice of God, therefore the objec- 
tion drawn from the justice of God against vindictive 
punishment as opposed to mere discipline, must be whol- 
ly relinquished. A merely disciplinary punishment is 
one which is suited and designed to lead the sinner to 
repentance only. A vindictive punishment is one which 
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is designed to be a testimony of the displeasure of God 
at the conduct of the sinner, and by that testimony, to 
support the authority of the divine law, subserve the 
general good, and thus satisfy justice: and it must be 
no more than adequate to the demerit of the sinner. 1 
do not find that Dr. C. has in his whole book, given us a 
definition of a vindictive punishment, as he ought most 
certainly to have done. According to Chevalier Ram- 
say’s definition of divine vindictive justice, vindictive pun- 
ishment is, “That dispensation of God, by which he 
pursues vice with all sorts of torments, till it is totally 
extirpated, destroyed and annihilated.”* What then is 
a disciplinary punishment? This definition perfectly con- 
founds disciplinary and vindictive punishment. 

If it be just to punish a sianer according to his de- 
merit; as it certainly is by the very terms; and if such: 
a punishment be greater than is sufficient to lead him to 
repentance merely ; as is now supposed: then all objec- 
tions drawn from the justice of God, against a vindictive 
punishment, and all arguments from the same topic, in 
favour of a punishment merely disciplinary, are perfect- 
ly groundless and futile. The sinner lies at mercy; and 
if he be released on his repentance, it is an act of grace, 
and net of justice. ‘ 

2. If the damned do deserve more punishment than is 
sufficient barely to lead them to repentance, they will in 
fact suffer more. As it is just, so justice will be execut- 
ed. That they will be punished according to their de- 
merits, is capable of clear proof, both by the authority 
of scripture, and by that of Dr.C. | 
- (1) By the authority of scripture.—This assures us, 
that God will “render to every man according to his 
deeds: to them that are contentious, and do not obey the 
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iruth, but obey unrighteousness, indignation and wrath, 
tribulation and anguish upon every soul that doth evil,” 
Rom. ii. 6, &c. “For the work of a man, shall he ren- 
der unto him, and cause every man to find according to 
his ways,’ Job xxxiv. 2. ** Thou renderest to every 
man according to his work,” Psal. Ixii. 12. ‘I the Lord 
search the heart, I try the reins, even to give’every man 
according to his ways, and according to the frwit of his 
doings,” Jer. xvii. 10. See also chap. xxxii. 19. ‘ For 
the son of man shall come in the glory of his father, with 
his angels; ‘and then he shall reward every man accord- 
ing to his works,” Matt. xvi. 27. ‘+For we must all ap- 
pear before the judgment seaf*of Christ; that every one 
may receive the things done in his body, according to 
that. he hath done, whether it be good or bad,” 2 Cor. 
v.10. ‘ Behold I come quickly ; and my reward is with 
me, to give every man according as his work shall be,” 
Rev. xxii. 12. “Agree with thine adversary quickly, 
whiles thou art in the way with him: lest at any time 
the adversary deliver thee to the judge, and the judge 
deliver thee to the officer, and thou be cast into prison. 
Verily I say unto thee, Thou shalt by no means come 
out thence, till thou hast paid the uttermost farthing,” 
Mat. vy. 25, 26. In the parallel text in Luke, it is thus 
expressed, “I tell thee, thou shalt not depart thence till 
thou hast paid the very last mite.” James ii. 13, “He 
shall have judgment without mercy, that hath shewed no 
mercy.” Rev. xiv. 10, ‘* The same shall drink of the 
wine of the wrath of God, which is poured out without 
mixture, into the cup of his indignation ? and. he shall be 
tormented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the 
holy angels and in the presence of the Lamb; and the 
smoke of their torment ascendeth up for ever and ever.” 

These texts, it is presumed, sufficiently shew, that 
we have the authority of scripture to prove, that in the 
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future world, the wicked will be punished according to 
their demerits, and that no mercy will be shewn them. 

(2) The same truth is evidently holden by Dr. C.— 
He asserts, *that ‘there will be no salvation for those 
in the next state, who habitually indulge to lust in this ; 
but they must be unavoidably miserable, notwithstand- 
ing the infinite benevolence of the Deity, and to a great 
degree, God only knows how long, in proportion to the 
number and greatness of their vices.’ tThat **some of 
them” [the damned] “ shall be tormented for ages of 
ages, the rest variously, as to time, i proportion to their 
deserts: That they will suffer {* positive torments in 
proportion to the number and greatness of their crimes :” 
That §‘ there will be a difference in the punishment of 
wicked men, according to the difference there has been 
in the nature and number of their evil deeds:” That ||‘ if 
they” [the blasphemers of the Holy Ghost are not saved 
till after they have passed through these torments” [of 
hell] “ they have never been forgiven.—The divine law 
has taken its course ;? nor has any intervening pardon 
prevented the full execution of the threatened penalty.” 
Some observations have been already] made on these 
passages concerning the blasphemers of the Holy Ghost, 
to show, that on Dr. C’s plan they equally prove, that 
all the damned are saved without forgiveness; that the 
divine law has its course on them all; that they all suf- 
fer the full threatened penalty, and of course they suffer 
all that punishment which they deserve. 

The other quotations set this matter in a light equally 
clear. If the wicked shall be punished in proportion to 
the number and greatness of their vices; in proportion 
to the number and greatness of their crimes; according 
to the nature and number of their evils deeds; in pro- 
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portion to their deserts; they will most certainly receive 
the full punishment due to them according to their de- 
merits, and nothing will be remitted to them. 

Thus it appears both by the authority of scriptare and 
also by that of Dr. C. that the damned will actually suffer 
all that punishment, which they deserve. And as it is 
now supposed to be proved in the preceding chapter, 
that the damned deserve a further punishment than that 
which is conducive to their repentance and personal 
good; of course it follows, that they will in fact suffer 
such further punishment. 

Objection —The argument from the scriptural decla- 
rations, that the wicked shall" be punished according to 
their works, &c. to prove, that they will suffer all which 
they justly deserve, is not conclusive; because the same 
expressions are used concerning the righteous, setting 
forth, that they shall be rewarded according to their works, 
&c. Yet it is granted on all hands, that their reward is 
not merely such as they deserve, or is not strictly accord- 
ing to justice. 

Answer. The reward of the righteous is indeed not 
merely such as they deserve, but infinitely exceeds their 
deserts. It is therefore at least equal to their deserts ; 
or it falls not short of them. If this be allowed concern- 
ing the punishment of the wicked, it is sufficient for every 
purpose of the preceding argument. If the wicked suf- 
fer a punishment at least equal to their demerits; then 
no part of the punishment deserved by them, is remitted 
to them. Beside; the d¢clarations of scripture are, that 
the wicked shall pay the uttermost farthing, the very 
last mite; that they shall have judgment without mercy, 
wrath without mixture, &c. which are as strong and de- 
terminate expressions, to represent that they will be 
_ punished to the full extent of justice, as can be con- 
ceived. ‘ 
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3. Although Dr. C. is so great an enemy to vindictive 
punishment; yet he himself, holds that men do even in 
this life suffer such punishment. ‘ But do those testi- 
monies of his vengeance lose their nature as judgments on 
his part, and real evils on their’s, because they may be 
an occasion of that repentance, which shall issue in their 
salvation? When God threatened the Jewish nation, in 
case they would not do his commandments, with famine, 
the pestilence, the sword, and a dispersion into all parts 
of the earth; did he threaten them with a benefit? And 
when those threatenings were for their sins carried into 
execution, did he inflict a blessing on them? When he 
threatened in particular, that if they were disobedient, 
they should be cursed in the field, Deut. xxviii. 16, did 
he hereby intend, that the ficld should be cursed; but 
that he meant thereby a real benefit to them?” *If vin- 
dictive punishment be inflicted even in this life, much 
more may we conclude that it is inflicted in hell, the 
proper place of retribution to the wicked. 

4. If the punishment of hell be a mere discipline hap- 
pily conducive to the good of the sufferers, there is no 
forgiveness in the preservation of a man from it. It is 
no forgiveness for a parent to give his child a licence to 
tarry from school; or fora physician to allow his patient 
to desist from the cold bath, which he had prescribed. 
Or if a parent, to inure his child to hunger and cold, have 
kept him for some time on a scanty diet, and have clothed 
him but thinly ; it is no act of forgiveness, to allow the 
child in futare a full diet, or warm clothing. Forgive- 
ness is to remit a deserved penalty, or to exempt from 
penal evil; not to deprive of a benefit, or of any thing 
which is absolutely necessary to our happiness, and 
which is therefore on the whole no real evil, but a real 
good. If therefore there be nothing more penal or vin- 
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dictive in the punishment of heli, than in the cold bath, 
or in the scanty diet and thin clothing just mentioned ; 
there is no more of forgiveness in exemption from the 
former, than in exemption from the latter.—Thus the 
scheme of disciplinary punishment in hell leads to a con- 
clusion utterly inconsistent with the whole tenor of scrip- 
ture, and of the writings of Dr. C. 

5. All those texts which speak of the divine vengeance, 
fury, wrath, indignation, fiery indignation, &c. hold forth 
some other punishment, than that which is merely disci- 
plinary. The texts to which I refer are such as these ; 
Deut. xxxii. 41, “If 1 whet my glittering sword and 
mine hand take hold on judgment; I will render ven- 
geance to mine enemies, and will reward them that hate 
me.” Rom. iii. 5, 6, “Is God unrighteous, who taketh 
vengeance ?—‘ God forbid.” Chap. xii. 19, ** Vengeance 
is mine: I will repay saith the Lord.” Luke xxi. 22, 
“ These be the days of vengeance.” 2 Thes. i. 8; ‘In 
flaming fire taking vengeance of them, that know not God, 
and that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 
—Jude 7, “Suffering the vengeance_of eternal fire.”— 
Job xx. 23. ‘ When he is about to fill his belly, God 
shall cast the fury of his wrath upon him.”—Isai. li. 17, 
“ Awake, awake, stand up O Jerusalem, which hast 
drank at the hand of the Lord, the cup of his fury ; thou 
hast drunken the dregs of the cup of trembling, and 
wrung them out.’”’—Chap. lix. 18, ‘* According to their 
deeds, accordingly he will repay fury to his adversaries, 
recompence to his enemies” &c. Instances of the denun- 
ciation of wrath against the wicked, are noted in the 
margin.*—Rom. ii. 8, 9,‘ Indignation and wrath, tribula- 
tion and anguish, upon every soul of man that doth eyil.”” 
Heb. x. 27, “ A certain fearful looking for of judgment, 


® Matt. iii. ‘7. Luke ili. 7. xxi. 23, John iii. 36. Ram. iv. 
15. v. 9. ix. 22. 1 Thes, i 10. v. 9. , 
* 


- 


‘ 


74 ' SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


and fiery indignation, which shall devour the adversa- 
“ries.” See also Psal. ]. 22. Heb. xii. 29. Luke xii. 
46,.—Rev. xiv. 10, “¢ Shall drink of the wine of the wrath 
of God poured out without mixture, into the cup of his 
indignation.” ‘Therefore in the punishment of the wick- 
ed there will be no mixture of mercy or forgiveness. 

It is of no importance, that in some of the texts now 
quoted, a reference is not had to the punishments of the 
future world, but to those of this life. If God can con- 
sistently with his perfections inflict a partial vengeance, 
why not the whole of that which is justly due? If he can 
and does inflict vengeance in this life, why not in the 
future too, provided, as is now granted, it be just? 

That the passages now quoted, do indeed speak of a 
punishment more than merely disciplinary, is manifest by 
the very terms of the passages themselves. To say that 
_ vengeance, wrath, fury, indignation, fiery indignation, wrath 
without mixture, mean a mere wholesome, fatherly disci- 
pline, designed for the good only of the subjects, is to say 
that the inspired writers were grossly ignorant of the 
proper and common use of language; and particularly 
that they were wholly ignorant of that important distinc- 
tion between vindictive and disciplinary punishment, on 
which Dr. C. and other writers of his class so much in- 
sist. If vengeance mean fatherly discipline, what is 
proper vengeance ? If it be proper to call fatherly chas- 
tisement, vengeance, wrath, fury, fiery indignation, wrath 
without mixture; by what name is it poate to calla 
punishment really vindictive ? 

6. The same may be argued from various tien pas- 
sages of scripture, some of which I shall now cite. 1 
Cor. xvi. 22, “If any man love not our Lord Jesus 
Christ, let him be anathema maranatha.” It is absurd 
to suppose, that this curse means a discipline designed 
fer the good only of the patients. Such a discipline is so 
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far from a curse, that it is a very great blessing.—Deut. 
xxvii. 26, compared with Gal. iii. 10, ‘* Cursed be he that 
confirmeth not all the words of this law, to do them.” 
Deut. xxix. 19, ‘* And it come to pass, when he heareth 
the words of this curse, that he bless himself in his heart, 
saying, 1 shall have peace, though I walk in the imagi- 
nation of my heart, to add drunkenness to thirst. The 
Lord will not spare him, but the anger of the Lord and 
his jealousy shall smoke against that man, and all the 
curses that are written an this book, shall lie upon him, and 
the Lord will blot out his name from under heaven. And 
the Lord shall separate him unto evil, out of all the tribes 
of Israel, according to all the curses of the covenant, that 
are written in this book of the law.””—This text seems 
to be in several respects incovsistent with the idea, that 
the future punishment of the sinner is merely disciplinary. 
It declares, that ‘the Lord will not spare him.” But to 
inflict that punishment only, which is far less than the 
sinner deserves, and which is not at all vindictive, but 
wholly conducive to his good, is very greatly to spare 
him. It is further said, that the “anger of the Lord and 
his jealousy shall smoke against him: which is not an 
_ expression properly and naturally representing the disci- 
pline, which proceeds from parental affection seeking 
the good only of the child. ‘The same may be observed 
of this expression, ‘‘ The Lord shall blot out his name 
from under heaven.” It is added, “‘ All the curses that 
are written in this book shall lie upon him’”—* And the 
Lord shall separate him unto evil—according to all the 
curses of the covenant, which are written in this book of 
the law.” These last expressions seem to be very deter- 
minate. Curses are not blessings: but that discipline 
which is subservient to the good of the subject is a bless- 
ing. The curses here mentioned are all the curses writ- 
ten in this book of Moses, or the book of the Law. 
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Therefore some men wiil suffer the curse of the law, 
even the whole curse of the law, or all the curses men- 
tioned in the law; which, by what has come up to our 
view in the last chapter, appears to be more than a dis- 
cipline promoting the good of the subject. 

Again; Deut. xi. 26—29, “ Behold I set before you 
this day a blessing and a curse. <A blessing, if ye will 
obey the commandments of the Lord your God, which 
I command you this day ; and a curse, if ye will not obey 
the commandments of the Lord your God.’—Prov. iii. 
33, ‘¢ The curse of the Lord is in the house of the wicked; 
but he blesseth the habitation of the jast.’—Job xxiy. 
18, “ Their portion is cursed in the earth.”—Psal. xxxvii. 
22, ‘* They that be cursed of him, shall be cut off.’—Psal. 
cxix. 21, * Thou hast rebuked the proud, that are accurs- 
ed.”—Jer. xi. 3, ‘* Cursed be the man that obeyeth not 
the words of this covenant.”’ Ibid. chap. xvii. 5, ** Cursed, 
be the man, that trusteth in man, and maketh flesh his 
arm.” Mal.i. 14, ‘* Cursed be the deceiver,’ &c. Chap. 
iii. 9, “Ye are cursed with a curse.” 2 Pet. ii. 14, 
** Cursed children.” 

By all these texts it appears, that some men do or 
shall suffer the curse of God. Whether all these texts 
refer to a curse to be inflicted after death, does not for 
reasons already given materiaHy affect the present argu- 
ment. A curse is undoubtedly a punishment which does 
not promote the good of the subject: otherwise a curse 
and a blessing are perfectly confounded. — 4 

If it shall still be insisted, that the curse so often men- 
tioned, means that punishment only, which is conducive 
to the good of the subject: it may be answered, then 
there would be no impropriety in calling the present 
afflictions of the real disciples of Christ, by the name of 
acurse. Why then are they not so called in seripture? 
Why are not the rea! children of God, even the most 
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virtuous and pious of them, said to be cursed by God, 
&c. ? And why are not the curses of the wicked, as well 
as the afflictions of the righteous, said to work together 
for their good, and to work out for them a far more ex- 
ceeding and eternal weight of glory? Dr. C. loves to 
illustrate the punishment of hell by the discipline inflict- 
ed by fathers on earth with a sole view to the good of 
their children. But would it be proper to call the 
necessary, wise and wholesome discipline of earthly 
parents, by the name of a curse? or is it ever so called, 
either by God or man ?—Equally absurd is it, to call the 
punishment of hell by that name, if it be designed for 
the good only of the patients. 

I beseech the reader to consider what a contrast there 
is between the texts, which have now been quoted, and 
those in which a punishment really disciplinary is men- 
tioned and described. In the former the punishment is 
called by the names of vengeance, fury, wrath, smoaking 
wrath, fiery indignation, wrath without mixture, a curse, an 
anathema, all the curses of the law, &c. Whereas the real 
discipline of God’s children is called a chastisement ; ‘ If 
ye be without chastisement, then are ye bastards and 
not sons:” a correction ; **I will correct thee in meas- 
ure, and will not leave thee altogether unpunished.” 
This correction is said to be mingled with pity. ‘Like 
as a father pitieth his children; so the Lord pitieth them 
that fear him.” “TI will visit their transgression with 
the rod, and their iniquity with stripes, nevertheless, 
my loving kindness will 1 not utterly take from him.” 
But where in all the scriptures is the punishment of the 
future state represented to be designed for the good of 
the subjects? Where is it in scripture called a fatherly 
chastisement, correction or discipline, or by any other 
appellation of the like import? What right then have 
we to consider it as a mere chastisement? Is not this an 
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idea formed in the fond imagination of those who would 
fain support a favourite system ? 

7. If future punishment. be merely disciplinary, the 
discipline will produce its proper effect on some, sooner 
than on others. Some who shall in this life have con- 
tracted a less degree of depravity and hardness of heart, 
will be more easily and speedily brought to repentance, 
than others. This on the hypothesis now made, is both 
agreeable to the dictates of reason, and is the very doc- 
trine expressly and abundantly taught by Dr. C. But 
how is this to be reconciled with the account of scrip- 
ture? That informs ns, that all those on the left hand of 
the judge are to be sentenced to everlasting fire, and 
shall go away into everlasting punishment. The sen- 
tence denounced on all is in the same terms, and not the 
least intimation is given, that some of them shall be pun- 
_ished longer than others; much less that only some shall 
be punished for ages of ages; others released, in a much 
shorter time. Dr. C. and other writers of his class sup- 
pose, that in hell the wicked are put under those means 
of grace, which are vastly more advantageous, powerful 
and conducive to the effect of repentance, than those 
means which are enjoyed in this life. But the same wri- 
ters will allow, that in many instances, even the means 
which are enjoyed in this life are followed with the de- 
sired effect of repentance, and this within so short a 
term as threescore years and ten. Therefore we may 
reasonably conclude that within the like term, many 
more will be brought to repentance by the vastly more 
powerful means to be used with the damned: and so on 
through every successive period of seventy years. I 
think then an answer to two questions may justly be de- 
manded of any one in Dr. C’s scheme. mere 

(1) With what truth or propriety can a sentence of 
everlasting punishment be pronounced on the whole 
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body of sinners, when- some of them shall repent and be 
saved very soon; others in large numbers, in every suc- 
ceeding age, and even every year? As well might a sen- 
tence of exclusion from pardon and the favour of God dur- 
ing this life, be pronounced against the whole of every 
generation of mankind, because some men do indeed 
continue in that state during this life. Nay, with much 
greater truth and propriety might this latter sentence be 
pronounced, than the former; because it is granted by 
' Dr. C. and others, that the greater part of men live and 
die in impenitence and alienation from God. Whereas, 
allowing that the punishment of the wicked is a mere 
discipline, we may presume, that very few indeed of the 
whole number of the damned, will remain in torment, for 
that duration, which according to the ideas of our oppo- 
nents, is intended by everlasting and for ever and ever, 
and which is the longest punishment to be inflicted on 
any of the human race. This is a punishment reserved 
for a very few, the most depraved, hardened, abandoned 
sinners, perhaps one in a thousand or tenthousand. The 
rest less hardened and more easily wrought on by the 
powerful means of grace used with the damned, will be 
brought to repentance by a punishment of shorter con- 
tinuance. 

I know Dr. C. says, that though all the damned shall 
not, yet as some of them shall, suffer that punishment, 
which in his sense, is everlasting and for ever and ever, 
therefore everlasting punishment may be truly asserted 
of them collectively. But the same reason would justify 
a sentence excluding the whole human race from pardon 
and the divine favour, during the whole of the present 
life. God might with the same truth and propriety have 
said to Adam and all his posterity, even after the revela- 
tion of the covenant of grace, I doom you, in righteous 
judgment, to live and die the objects of my wrath. 
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This latter sentence would, for the reason before assign- 
ed, have been not only equally, but much more conform- 
ed to truth and fact, than that which shall be pronounced 
on the wicked at the end of the world; if they shall be 
delivered out of hell from time to time in every age 
and perhaps every year. Yet it is presumed, no man 
will plead for the truth and propriety of the sentence 
just supposed. 

(2) The other question to which an answer may be 
expected, is, How has it come to pass, that no intimation 
of a difference in the duration of the punishment of the 
wicked, is hinted in any part of the scriptures? The dif- 
ference between a punishment of a few years, and one 
which is to last for ages of ages, or for such a duration, 
as may with propriety be called an eternity, is very great, 
and we should think, well worthy to be noticed in the 
scriptures. To say, that it is noticed in those texts, 
which inform us, that the wicked shall be punished ac- 
cording to their works, &c. is to beg a point in dispute: 
because those who believe endless punishment, believe 
that the works of all sinners deserve an endless punish- 
ment; and though they will suffer different punishments 
according to their different demerits; yet the difference 
will not consist in duration, but in degree: as the righ- 
teous will be rewarded differently according to their 
works; yet the reward of every individual of the righ- 
teous will be of endless duration. 

8. If future punishment be designed as a mere disci- 
pline, to lead sinners to repentance, it is inflicted with- 
out any necessity, and therefore must be a wanton exer- 
cise of cruelty—The repentance of sinners may be 

easily obtained without those dreadful torments endured 
for ages of ages. Doubtless that same wisdom and power 
which leads a goodly number of mankind to repentance 
in this life, without the help of the torments of hell, | 
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might by the like or superior means, produce: the like 
effect on all. The gospel might have been preached to 
all the heathens, and all those means of grace, which 
have been successful on some men, might have been 
used with all. And who will venture to say, that those 
means and that grace, which effected the repentance of 
Saul the persecutor, of the thief on the cross, of Mary 
Magdalene, and of the old, idolatrous Manasseh who had 
filled Jerusalem with innocent blood; could not have’ 
' effected the repentance of any, or at least some of those 
who have been, or shall be, sent into the future state of 
punishment ? How does it appear, that those means and 
that grace which were sufficient for the conversion of 
those noted sinners before mentioned, would not, had 
they been applied, have been sufficient for the conversion 
of thousands of others, who in fact have not been con- 
verted? And how does it appear, but that similar though 
more powerful grace and means, which are doubtless 
within the reach of divine power and knowledge, would 
have been sufficient for the repentance and conversion 
of all mankind? If so, the repentance of sinners might 
have been accomplished, at a cheaper rate, and in a 
way more demonstrative of the divine goodness, than by 
the awful means of hell-torments. Those torments 
therefore are inflicted without any real necessity, unless 
they be inflicted for some other end, than the epee? 
of the damned. 

I am aware, it will be objected, that if God should 
bring men to repentance by efficacious grace or means, 
it would be inconsistent with their moral agency, would 
destroy their liberty, and reduce them to mere machines. 
But were Paul, Mary Magdalene, &c. brought to repen- 
tance in such a way as to destroy their liberty? It will 
not be pretended. Neither can it be pretended, that 
the same cae and grace would have destroyed the 
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liberty of others. This being granted, it necessarily fol- 
lows, that if repentance be the only end, hell-torments 
are arbitrarily inflicted on all those, who might have 
been, or may in future be brought to repentance by 
those means, and that grace, by which Paul or any other 
man hath been brought to repentance in this life.—I ask, 
does God in this life, apply all those means and all that 
grace, to all men, to lead them to repentance, which are 
consistent with their moral agency? And if he apply to 
any man, more powerful means, or more efficacious 
grace, than he does. apply to him, would he destroy all 
his liberty and reduce him to a mere machine? If so, 
then how are the more powerful means of hell-torments 
consistent with moral agency or liberty? They, it is 
said, are more powerful and efficacious means of grace, 
than any employed in this life: and if in this life the 
utmost is done to lead sinners to repentance, which is 
consistent with moral agency ; hell-torments must entire- 
ly destroy moral agency and reduce poor damned souls 
to mere machines; and of course they will be no more 
capable of repentance or salvation, than clocks and 
watches. 

If on the other hand it be said, that the utmost which 
is consistent with moral agency, is not done in this life, 
to Jead men to repentance; it will follow, that God 
chooses to inflict hell-torments, not merely as a necessa- 
ry mean to lead sinners to repentance; to grant which, 
is to give up the whole idea, that they are merely dis- 
ciplinary. 

Those whom I am now opposing, hold, that God can- 
not, consistently with their moral agency, bring all men 
to*tepentance in this life. How then can he, consistent- 
ly with their moral agency, bring them to repentance in 
hell? If those means which would be effectual in this 
life, would be inconsistent with moral agency, why are 
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not hell-torments equally inconsistent with moral agency, 
since it is allowed that they will be effectual? Or if 
those means which are barely effectual in hell, be not 
inconsistent with moral agency, 1 wish to have a rea- 
son assigned, why those means which would be barely 
effectual in this life, would be any more inconsistent 
with moral agency. 

Dr. C. and others hold, that to say, that God cannot 
_ consistently with moral agency, or in a moral way, bring 
men to repentance in hell, is to limit his power and wis- 
dom. But to say, that God cannot, consistently with 
moral agency, bring men to repentance in this life, as 
really implies a limitation of the divine power and wis- 
dom, as to say, that he cannot, consistently with moral 
agency, bring them to repentance in hell. How is it 
any more reconcileable with those divine perfections, 
that he cannot reduce a sinner to repentance, in three- 
score years and ten, than that he cannot produce the 
same effect, throughout eternity? To say, that there is 
not time in this life, for the sinner to obtain a thorough 
conviction of the necessity of repentance, affords no re- 
lief to the difficulty. For though it should be granted, 
that there is not time for the sinner to obtain this con- 
viction by experience, which however there seems to 
be no necessity of granting; yet cannot God exhibit the 
truth in such a manner, as to produce that conviction? 
And let a reason be given, why that conviction produced 
by a clear divine exhibition of truth and a sense of hap- 
piness and misery, set in such a light, as to lead to re- 
pentance, is more inconsistent with moral agency, than 
the same conviction obtained by experience, or by the 
torments of hell. 

If hell-torments be necessary to lead sinners to repen- 
tance, because they are more painful, than the afflictions 
er other means used with men in this life ; why are not 
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greater afflictions sent on men in this life ? It is manifest, 
that most men might suffer much greater afflictions, than 
they really do suffer. And if greater pain be all that is 
wanting te lead them to repentance, it seems that to in- 
flict that, would be the greatest instance of goodness, and 
might supercede the necessity of hell-torments. 

It is granted by Dr. C. and others, that hell-torments 
will certainly lead to repentance all who suffer them. 
At the same time he objects to the idea of leading sin- 
ners fo-repentance by the eflicacious grace of God, that 
it destroys moral agency. But if there be a certain 
established, unfailing connexion between hell-torments 
continued for a proper time, and repentance; those tor- 
ments as effectually overthrow moral agency, as effica™ 
cious grace.. All that need be ‘intended in this instance, 
by efficacious grace, is such an exhibition or view of the 
truth and of motives, as will certainly be attended with 
repentance. But such an exhibition of the truth as this, 
is supposed by Dr. C. to be made in hell. And why this 
exhibition made: in hell is more_ consistent with moral 
agency, than an exhibition which is no more effectual, 
powerful or overbearing, made in this life, I wish to be 
informed. 

Perhaps it will be further pleaded, that meee it be 
feasible to lead sinners to repentance in this life; yet it 
is not wise and best. But why is it not as wise and good, 
to persuade sinners to repent, without the use of hell- 
torments, as by those torments? If indeed it be fact, that 
God does not inflict endless but disciplinary misery on 
sinners, we may thence conclude, that it is wisely so or- 
dered. But this is not to be taken for granted; it ought 
to be proved before an inference is drawn from it. It is 
the great question of this dispute. + 

9. That future punishment is not merely disciplinary, 
appears from the various declarations of scripture, that 
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ihose who die impenitent, are lost, are cast away, perish, 
suffer perdition, are destroyed, suffer everlasting destruc- 
tion, &c. as in these texts; John xvii. 12, “ None of 
them is lost, save the son of perdition.”—Luke ix. 25, 
‘¢ What is a man advantaged, if he gain the whole world, 
and lose himself or be cast away.”—Matt. xiii. 48, “ Ga- 
thered the good into vessels, but cast the bad (campe the 
dead, rotten fish) away.” 2 Peter ii. 13, “* They shall 
utterly perish in their own corruption.”—Heb. x. 39, 
'% We are not of them that draw back unto perdition ; 
but of them that believe unto the saving of the soul.”— 
2 Peter iii. 7, “‘But the heavens and the earth which 
are now, are reserved unto fire, against the day of 
judgment, and perdition of ungodly men.”—Matt. x. 28, 
* Fear him who is able to destroy both soul and body in 
hell ”—2 Thess. i. 9, ** Who shall be punished with 
everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord and 
the glory of his power.”—But what truth or propriety 
is there in these expressions, if future punishment be a 
mere discipline ? The damned in hell are no more cast 
away, lost, destroyed; they no more perish, or suffer 
perdition, than any of God’s elect are cast away, &c. 
while they are in this world. Hell is no more a place 
of destraction, than this world. The wicked in hell are 
no more vessels of wrath fitted to destruction, than the 
saints are in this world. The damned are under disci- 
pline ; so are even the most virtuous and holy, while in 
this life. Yet they are not lost, cast away, rejected as 
reprobate silver, or destroyed by God ; but are kept as 
the apple of his eye. And as the means of grace, under 
which the damned are placed, are far more adapted cer- 
tainly to secure and promote their greatest good, than 
any means which we enjoy in this state ; to consider and 
to speak of them as lost, cast away, destroyed, &c. be- 
cause they are onde those means, is to the highest de- 
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gree absurd. They.are just. as much further removed 
from a state, which can justly be called destruction, per- 
dition, &c. than they were, while in’ this world, as the 
means of grace which they enjoy in hell are more pow- 
erful and effectual to prepare them for happiness, than 
those means which they enjoyed in this world. 

Suppose a man seized with some dangerous disease, 
and a variety of means is used for his recovery, but in 
vain: Suppose it appears, that if no more effectual 
means be employed, he will never be recovered. Sup- 
pose further, that at length an. entirely different course 
is taken with bim, a course which is rot only far more 
likely than the former to be successful ; but concerning 
which there is absolute certainty. that it will be success- 
ful: Lask, can the man now under the operation of these 
most excellent and infallible means, with any truth be 
said to be lost, to be cast away, to be destroyed, &c.? Or 
if those terms must be applied to one or other of those 
situations, in which we kave supposed him to be at dif- 
ferent times; to which of them are they applied with 
the least truth and reason ? This example may illustrate 
ihe subject now under corsideration. 

10. If it be consistent with the divine pabewionl to 
subject a sinner to misery, for the sake of advancing his 
own good, as is implied in the very idea of disciplinary 
punishment, why is it not equally consistent’ with the 
same perfection-, to subject a sinner to misery, for the 
sake of promoting the good of the system ; provided that 
misery do not exceed the demerit of the subject ?—I 
presume no believer in endless punishment, will plead 
for any degree or duration of punishment, which is not 
subservient to the glory of the Deity implying the great- 
est good of the. universe. Therefore, all such punish- 
ment, as is not subservient to that end, is. foreign to the 
present question. retiess it is now menpernt to be 


STRICTLY EXAMINED. 87 


proved, that other punishment than that which is adapt- 


. ed to prepare the sinner for happiness, is justly deserved 


by the sinner. Now since this is allowed or proved, 
why is it not consistent with every attribute of the Deity, 
to inflict that other punishment, provided only it be sub- 
servient to the good of the system? 

It is holden by our opponents, that the punishment of 
asinner may lead him to repentance. So it may lead 
other sinners to repentance; or it may restrain them 


' from sin, and in a variety of ways may equally subserve 


the good of those who are not the subjects of the punish- 
ment, as it may the good of him who is the subject of it. 
-And that the good of other persons»may be of equal 
worth and importance, nay, of far greater worth to the 
system, than the good of the transgressor himself, can- 
not be denied. Therefore, as 1 said in the beginning of 
this article, if the personal good of the sinner be a sufli- 
cient reason why he should be punished according to 
justice ;, why is not the good of others, or the good of 
the system, a sufficient reason for the same proceeding ? 
And is it not.evident, not only that such a punishment is 
consistent with the perfections of God; but that those 
perfections, goodness itself net excepted, require it? In 
this case, to inflict a punishment merely conducive to the 
good of the person punished, would be no fruit of good- 
ness, but of .a contrary principle; and the doctrine of 
merely disciplinary punishment, if it mean a punishment 
conducive indeed to the good of the subject, but destruc- 
tive to the good of the system, is so far from being built 
on the divine goodness, as some boast; that it is built 
on a very. different foundation. I am aware, that it 
is holden by the advocates for universal salvation, that 
the good of the system cannot be promoted by the end- 


~ Jess misery of any individual, but requires the final hap- 


-piness of every one. Merely to assert this however, as 
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some do very confidently, is perfect impertinence, Let 
them prove it, and they will do something to the pur- 
pose. 

11. If none of the damned will be punished for any 
other end than their own good, and yet they all deserve 
to be punished more than is subservient to their own 
good ; then some of them deserve to be punished fora 
longer term, than that which in scripture, according to 
Dr. C’s sense of it, is said to be forever and ever. The 
punishment, which in the language of scripture is said to 
be everlasting, forever and ever, &c. will actually be suf- 
fered by some of the damned, as is agreed on all hands. 
But if none of the damned will suffer any other punish- 
ment than that which is conducive to their personal good, 
then the punishment which in scripture is said to be for- 
ever and ever, is conducive to their personal good. They 
therefore deserve a punishment of greater duration than 
that which in scripture is said to be forever and ever: and 
of course that more durable punishment is the curse of 
the divine law, and is threatened inthe law. But where 
in all the law, or in all the scripture, is any punish- 
ment threatened, or even hinted at, of greater duration 
than that which shall last forever and ever ?—So that this 
scheme of disciplinary punishment necessarily brings us 
to this absurdity, that the true and real curse of the 
divine law, is not contained in the law ; and that the 
punishment justly deserved by the sinner, is no where 
revealed or even hinted at, in all thescripture. Yet the 
scripture assures us, that some sinners will be in fact 
punished according to their demerits, so as to pay the ut- 
termost farthing, and to receive judgment without mer- 
cy. And no man pretends that any sinner will suffer 
- more than that punishmeat which in scripture is said to 
be forever and ever. The consequence is, that that pnn- 
ishment which is forever and ever, is the whole that the 
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sinner deserves, and therefore is by no means a mere 
discipline. 

12. Our Lord informs us, Matt.x. 33 ; That whoso- 
ever shall deny him before men, shall be denied by him 
before his Father. But on the hypothesis now under 
consideration, this means only, that Christ will deny him 
till he repents, In Luke xiii. 25, &c. we read, that 
when once the master of the house shall have risen and 
shut the door, some will begin to stand without and to 
“knock, saying, Lord, Lord, open to us, and will urge 
several arguments in favour of their admission : to whom 
the master will answer, I know you not, whence you 
are ; depart from me, ail ye workers of iniquity. But 
on the present hypothesis, Christ will deny them in no 
other sense than he denies every real penitent and be- 
liever, during the present life. He will deny the wick- 
ed after the general judgment no longer than till they 
shall have been sufficiently disciplined ; after that, he 
will know them, will own them, and receive them to 
eternal and blissful communion with himself. The same 
is observable of all his most sincere disciples in this 
life. While here, they are under discipline, though not 
so merciful and gracious a discipline as that with which 
the damned are favoured. However, during the con- 
tinuance of the discipline of this life, Christ denies and 
refuses to confer on any of his disciples, an entire ex- — 
emption from pain, distress, or affliction ; and subjects 
them equally with the rest of the world, to these calam- 
ities : so that in this respect all things come‘alike to all. 
He does indeed give them assurance of rest and glory 
after this life. As full assurance of rest and glory after 
the expiration of the term of their discipline, is, on the 
present hypothesis, given to all the damned. Also in 
the prospect of this rest and glory, and in the certain 
knowledge that they are the objects of his favour, he 
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affords his disciples much relief and comfort under their 
present trials. ‘The same sources of relief and comfort 
‘are afforded to all the damned. So that Christ denies 
the damned in no other sense, than that in which he de- 
nies his most sincere followers, during this life. 

The same observations for substance may be made 
concerning the application of the damned for admission 
into heaven, after the general judgment, and the answer 
and treatment which they shall receive on that occa- 
sion. The door shall be shut against them no longer 
than till they shall have been sufficiently disciplined. 
The same is true of every real christian in this life— 
The master of the house will answer, I know you not, 
(i. e.) 1 do not as yet own you as my friends and disci- 
ples, because you have not yet been sufficiently disci- 
plined. The same is true of every real christian in this 
life.—He will tell them, “* Depart from me, all ye work- 
ers of iniquity.” But this means no more, than that 
they must not be admitted into heaven, till they shall 
have been sufficiently disciplined. The same is true of 
all real christians in this life. - 

13. On the hypothesis now under consideration, what 
damnation do those in hell suffer, more than real chris- 
tians suffer in this life? They are kept in a state of 
most merciful and gracious discipline, till they are pre- 
pared, and then they are taken to heaven. The same 
is true of every real christian in this life. This differ- 
ence however is worthy of notice, that the discipline of 
hell is far more advantageous than that of this life, be- 
cause more effectual, and likely to fit the subject for 
heaven more speedily and thoroughly ; otherwise it 
would never have been applied. It is also a more mer- 
ciful and gracious exhibition of the divine goodness. 
Doubtless that mean of grace, which is most happily and 
effectually conducive to the speedy repentance and pre- 
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paration of the sinner for heaven, is to him the most 
merciful and gracious exhibition and demonstration of 
the divine goodness. 

It is true, the discipline of hell is attended with more 
pain than that of this life. So the discipline of this life, 
with respect to some individuals, is attended with more 
pain, than it is with respect to others. Yet it doth not 
hence follow, that some christians suffer damnation in this 
life : nor will it he pretended, that either the scriptures 
or common sense would justify the calling of those greater 
pains of some christians in this life, by the name of dam- 
nation, in any other sense, than the less pains or afflic- 
tions of other christians, may be called by the same name. 

On the whole then, when the scripture says, ‘* He 
that believeth, and is baptized shall be saved ; but he 
that believeth not shall be damned :’ The whole 
meaning is, he that believeth, shall be admitted to heay- 
en immediately after death : but he that believeth not, 
shall not immediately be admitted, merely because he is 


not yet prepared for it by repentance ; but he shall be 


\ 


put under a discipline absolutely necessary for his own 
good, and the most wise, effectual, merciful and gra- 
cious, that divine wisdom and goodness can devise ; and 
as soon as this discipline shall have prepared him for 
heaven, he shall be admitted without further delay. 
When the scriptures say, he that believeth not the Son, 
shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth on him ; 
the meaning is, he shall not see life till he is brought to 
repentance by the merciful discipline just now mention- 
ed; and not the wrath of God abideth on him ; because 
he shall be made the subject of nothing wrathful or vin- 
dictive ; but the mercy, or most merciful and benevolent 
discipline of God abideth on him. 
14. If the only end of future punishment be the re- 
pentance of the sinner, and if the means used with sin- 
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ners in hell be so much more powerful and happily 
adapted to the end, than those used in this life ; it is un- 
accountable, that while so many are led to repentance 
by the comparatively weak means used with men in this 
life, and within so short a period as seventy years, the 
far more powerful means applied in hell, should not be 
productive of the same effect, in a single instance, with- 
in so long a period as a thousand years. That none are 
to be delivered. out of hell, within a thousand years af- 
ter the general judgment, is explicitly taught by Dr. C. 
His words are,* ‘This period” (a thousand years) 
“ must run out, before the wicked dead could any of 
them live as kings and priests with Christ.” 

We all doubtless believe, that many sinners die im- 
penitent, who are not the subjects of depravity and hard- 
ness of heart vastly greater, than are in some, who are 
brought to repentance in this life. Now put the case of 
the class of sinners, who are the subjects of a depravity 
and hardness of heart, the very next in degree to that 
of the most depraved of those who are brought to re- 
pentance in this life. Is it reasonable to believe, that 
these cannot be brought to repentance, even by the most 
powerful means of grace enjoyed in hell, within a less 
time than a thousand years ? If it be not reasonable to 
believe this, then it is not reasonable to betieve Dr. C’s 
scheme of disciplinary punishment. 

15. The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death. 
This death is. understood by Dr. C. and other adyocates 
for universal salvation, to mean the second death. Then 
the second death is doubtless an enemy. But if it consist 
in a necessary discipline, the most wise and wholesome, 

.the most conducive to the good of the recipients, and to 
the divine glory, which the wisdom of God can devise ; 
surely it is no enemy either to God or the recipients ; 
* Page 402. 
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but is a perfect friend to both. With what truth then 
could the apostle call it an enemy ? 

16. The scripture, so far from declaring those who 
suffer chastisement and disciplinary pains, accursed, 
merely on that account, expressly declares them blessed. 
Psal. xciv. 12; ‘Blessed is the man whom thou chas- 
tenest, O Lord, and teachest him out of thy law ; that 
thou mayest give him rest from the days of adversity.” 
But where are the damned ever said to be blessed ? 

‘ They are constantly declared to be accursed.—Heb. xii. 
5—9, “ Ye have forgotten the exhortation, which speak- 
eth to you, as unto children, my son, despise not thou 
the chastening of the Lord, nor faint when thou art re- 
buked of him. For whom the Lord loveth, he chasten- 
eth, and scourgeth every son whom he receiveth. If ye 
endure chastening, God dealeth with you as with sons. 
For what son is he, whom the Father chasteneth not ? 
But if ye be without chastisement, whereof all are par- 
takers, then are ye bastards, and not sons.”—This pas- 
sage evidently considers those who suffer chastisement 
from the hand of God, as his children, his sons. If 
therefore the damned suffer a mere chastisement, they 
are not accursed, but are the blessed sons or children of 
God. But are they ever so called in scripture ?—Be- 
side ; this passage evidently supposes, that some men 
do not sufler fatherly chastisement, of which all the sons 
or children of God are partakers ; and expressly de- 
clares, that such as do not suffer it are bastards and not 
sons ; which seems not to agree with the idea, that all 
the damned, will by fatherly chastisement be brought to 
final salvation. If no other punishment be inflicted by 
Goi, than fatherly chastisement, then there are no bas- 
tards in the universe. Yet it is evidently supposed in 
this text, that there are bastards. 


.) 
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Heb. x. 28, ‘‘ He that despised Moses’ law died with- 
out mercy—of how much sorer punishment shall he be 
thought worthy, who hath trodden under foot the son of 
God?” &c. But if all who die impenitent, be sent to a 
state of discipline most excellently adapted to their good 
and salvation, no man dies without merey. ‘This disci- 
pline itself is the greatest mercy which can, in their 
state of mind, be bestowed upon them. With respect 
to the same subject, it is said, Heb. ii. 2; “* That every 
transgression and disobedience, received a just recom- 
pence of reward.”-—A just recompence, is a punishment 
adequate to the demands of justice ; and this, as we 
have seen in the preceding chapter, cannot be a mere 
merciful discipline. 

17. Ifthe punishment of hell be a mere wholesome 
discipline, then what the apostle says of the discipline 
of christians in this life, may be said with equal truth 
and propriety of the punishment of the damned : thus, 
We glory in damnation ; knowing that damnation work- 
eth repentance, and repentance salvation. 

18. If no other than a disciplinary punishment be con- 
sistent with the divine goodness; surely the require- 
ment of an atonement in order to pardon, is unaccount- 
able. The doctrine of atonement, and of the necessity 
of it to pardon and salvation, is abundantly holden by 
Dr. C. He says,* “Jesus Christ is the person upon 
whose account happiness is attainable by the human race.” 
He speaks} of the “ sacrifice of himself,” which Christ 
“t offered up to God to put away sin.” The obedience 
of Christ to death, is the' ground or reason upon which it 
-hath pleased God to make happiness attainable by any 
of the race of Adam.”{ ‘ By thus submitting to die, he” 
(Jesus) “ made atonement, not only for the original lapse, 
but for all the sins this would be introductory to.”§— 


*Pagel7. +P.18. $P.19. § Five Dilertations, p. 245. 
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“ Christ was sent into the world to make way for the 
wise, just, and holy exercise of mercy towards the sinful 
sons of men.”’* ‘The only begotten Son of God both 
did and suffered every thing that was necessary, in order 
to a righteousness on account of which God might, in con- 
sistency with the honour of his perfections, and the au- 
thority of his law, make the grant of life. Accordingly 
this meritorious righteousness is that for the sake of 
which, upon the account of which, this blessing is con- 
ferred.”t According to Dr. C. then, Christ hath not 
only made atonement by his obedience and death, but that 
atonement was necessary to the wise, just, and holy exer- 
cise of mercy to the sinner; and without that atone- 
ment, saving mercy could not have been exercised to- 
ward the sinner, in a consistency with wisdom, justice 
and holiness, or the honour of the divine perfections, or 
the authority of the divine law and government.* The 
constitution, therefore, by which salvation can be ob- 
tained in no other way, than in consequence and on ac- 
count of his obedience and death, is not only consistent 
with wisdom, holiness, justice, yea, all the divine perfec- 
tions, and the authority of the divine law and govern- 
ment : but it was required by them all. 

But the sufferings and death of Christ, or his atone- 
ment, is no discipline of the sinner. They are as for- 
eign from it as the vindictive punishment of the sinner 
himself. The atonement, as Dr. C. hath explained it, 
-makes way for the wise, just and holy exercise of mercy 
toward the sinner. It was therefore designed to satisfy 
the divine wisdom, justice and holiness. It was designed 
to make the grant of life to the sinner consistent with the 
honour of the divine perfections, and the authority of the 
divine law and government. And if our Lord Jesus Christ 
might, in the behalf of the sinner, be made to suffer in 

* Five Dissertations, p. 247. t 12 Sermons, p. 334. 
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order to satisfy divine justice ; why may not the sinner 
himself be made to suffer for the same end ? 

If Christ have, on the behalf of sinners, suffered for 
the end of supporting the authority of the divine law 
and government ; what reason can be assigned, why it 
should be inconsistent with any attribute of the Deity, 
that sinners themselves should be made to suffer for the 
same end? But this would be a proper vindictive pun- 
ishment. Therefore Dr. C. is entirely inconsistent with 
himself, in allowing the atonement of Christ, in the 
terms before quoted ; and yet denying the reasonable- 
ness of a vindictive punishment, or its consistency with 
the divine perfections. 

19. We are assured, “that all things work together 
for good to them that love God, to them who are called 
according to his purpose ;” Rom. viii. 28. But this im- 
plies, that all things do not work for good, to them who 
love not God. Yet all things do work for their good, if 
they suffer no other than a disciplinary punishment. 
Concerning those who are Christ’s, it is said, that “alh 
things are their’s ; whether Paul or Apollos, or Cephas, 
or the world, or life, or death, or things present, or 
things to come ; all are their’s ;”” 1 Cor. iii. 21, 22. But 
on the supposition, that all punishment is disciplinary, it 
is équally true concerning all mankind, that all things 
present and to come are their’s. Yet this is not said, but 
the contrary is implied in that it is said of those only who 
are Christ’s or are Christians, that all things are their’s. 

20. Largue from those words of the wise man, Eccl. 
ix. 10; ‘* Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it with 
thy might; for there is no work, nor device, nor know- 
ledge, nor wisdom in the grave whither thou goest.” If 
future punishment be disciplinary, the damned are in a 
state of probation, and may and will so exercise their 
rational powers, as shall finally issue in their salvation. 
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But can this be reconciled with the words of Solomon, 
that in the future state, there is no work to be done, no 
device to be invented, no knowledge or wisdom to be 
exercised by us, to the accomplishment of what we now 
leave undone? ‘This is manifestly the argument, by 
which he presses on us the present diligent discharge of 
our duty ; and this argument would be utterly inconclu- 
sive, if there were another state, in which what our 
hand now findeih to do, might be done. 

Of similar import is John ix. 4; “{f must work-the 
works of him that sent me, while it is day ; the night 
cometh when no man can work. As long as I am in the 
world, | am the light of the world.” That our Lord, by 
the day, means this life, is manifest by the last words of 
the quotation. But if in the future state no man can 
work, the future state is not a state of probation. - 

To these I may add, Gen. vi. 3; ** My spirit shall not 
always strive with man—yet his days shall be an hun- 
dred and twenty years.” As if it had been said, my 
spirit shall not always strive with man; yet he shall 
strive with him an hundred and twenty years, and no 
longer ; for so long only shall his days be continued. 
But how is this consistent with the idea, that God will 
be striving with man, for ages of ages after his days 
shall have been elapsed ? 

Objection 1. If to some part of the foregoing reasoning 
it be objected, that it supposes future punishment to be 
merely disciplinary, and designed to subserve no other 
end, than the repentance of the sinner: whereas it is 
granted, that God may and will inflict vindictive punish- 
ment, but not a punishment merely vindictive; that he 
may take vengeance of the sinner, provided at the same 
time he aim at the good of the sinner: To this I an- 
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1. That in this objection it is granted, that God may 
and will inflict on the damned a punishment properly 
vindictive, a punishment over and above that which is 
conducive to the personal good of thé®sinner: But this is 
to grant all which is pleaded for in this chapter, and all 
which at present is attempted to be proved. 

2. If the meaning of this objection be, that God may 
inflict vengeance, provided he doit with a sole view 
to the good of the sinner, it confutes itself; it seems 
to grant something, but in reality it grants nothing. It 
seems to admit a proper vindictive punishment, but really 
admits no punishment besides that which is merely dis- 
ciplinary. For to talk of inflicting vengeance with a 
sole view to the good of the subject, can mean nothing 
more, than to inflict pain with a sole view to the good 
of the subject; and this is nothing more than a punish- 
ment merely disciplinary: if God show displeasure with 
a sole view to the good of the sinner, this is mere disci- 
pline. 

3. If the meaning of this objection be, that God may 
consistently with his perfections, inflict a proper vindic- 
tive punishment, provided at the same time that he is 
aiming at a proper vindication of his broken law and de- 
spised government, he aim at the good of the sinner 
also; [ answer, if it be right and consistent with the per- 
fections of God, to vindicate his law and government, 
there is no necessity of bringing in the aid of another 
motive or design, to make it right or consistent with his 
perfections. If on the other, hand, it be not in itself 
right to vindicate his law and government, no other af- 
fections, views or actions, however right and benevolent, 
co-existing with the supposed vindication, can atone for 
‘it, or moke it right. 

To illustrate this by an example :-—A vail dis- 
obedient child; and it is become necessary both for the 
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good of the child, and for the support of the parent’s 
authority in his family in general, and over his child in 
particular, that he be properly punished. Accordingly 
from both these motives, the good of the child and the 
support of his own (authority, the parent inflicts the 


proper punishment. This according to the objection now: 


before us, is right. But according to the same objection, 
if the child be desperate and there be no prospect of 
effecting his good by punishment, it is not consistent with 
‘the character of a good parent to inflict the same punish- 
ment, from the motives of supporting his own govern- 
ment and the good of the family only. If this action 
done from these motives only, be a wrong action, it is 
still wrong, so far as it proceeds from the same motives, 
however it may arise in part from the’ motive of the 
child’s good. To render this still plainer, let us suppose, 
that a parent inflicts pain on his child merely to afford 
amusement to his neighbours, as the Romans were wont 
to exhibit fights of gladiators. It will be agreed on all 
hands, that this action is abominable. Again, suppose 
the same pain be inflicted partly from the motive of 
amusing his neighbours, and partly from a regard to the 
child’s good. I presume all will! allow, that so far as the 
action proceeds from the former motive, it is still abom- 
inable, and is not sanctified by the co-existent motive of 
the child’s good. 

On the whole, we arrive at this Sha i a that if it 
be consistent with the divine perfections, that God should 
inflict punishment from the two motives of vindicating 
his own law and-government and benefiting the sinner; 
it is equally consistent with the divine perfections to in- 
flict punishment from the former motive only. All the 
vindictive punishment pleaded for, is that which is: de- 
served by the sinner and is necessary to support the 
divine law and moral government in proper dignity, and 
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thus to promote the general good: and this surely is 
opposed to no attribute of God, whether justice or good- 
ness. 

Objection 2. To the argument drawn from the destruc- 
tion threatened to the wicked, it may be objected, that 
this destruction means, that they shall be destroyed as 
sinners only, or shall be brought to repentance and a re- 
nunciation of sin. To this it may be answered, that in 
this sense every one who in this life repents and be- 
lieves, is destroyed, and suffers destruction. Yet this is 
never said in scripture. ‘This sense of the word destruc- 
tion makes the punishment of hell, and the awful curse of 
the divine law, to consist in repentance, which is no pun- 
ishment or curse, but an inestimable blessing. Besides, 
that repentance, on which the sinner is forgiven if it can 
be called a destruction at all, is not an everlasting destruc- 
tion, but an emotion of heart, which is begun and finish- 
ed in a very short time. Or if by this everlasting de- 
struction be understood the habitual and persevering 
repentance of the true convert; then the glorified saints 
in heaven, are constantly suffering that destruction which 
will be everlasting, and which is the curse of the divine 
Jaw. 

Before this subject is dismissed, proper notice ought 
to be taken of some arguments urged in favour of the 
sentiment, that the punishment of hell is merely disci- 
plinary. 

1. It is urged,* that the various afflictions of this life 
are designed for the guod of the patients : therefore pro- 
bably the same end is designed by the sufferings of hell. 
—To this it may be answered, It is by no means grant- 
ed, that all the afflictions of this life are designed for the 
good of the patients. It does not appear, that men in 


. 
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general, who are visited with the loss of children, wives, 
or other dear friends; or with the loss of eye-sight, 
of some other sense, or of a limb; or with distress- 
ing pains or incurable diseases ; are thereby rendered 
more happy in this life. If men may be allowed to 
judge by their-own experience, they will in most cases 
decide the question in the negative. Nor does the de. 
cision in many cases appear ill founded to those, who 
have opportunity to observe persons under those afflic- 
tions. To say that men are no proper judges, whether 
they themselves be, in this life, made more happy or not, 
by the afflictions which they suffer, is to say, that they 
are no judges of their own happiness or misery. This 
being once established, we may assert, that hell-tor- 
ments though endless promote the happiness of the 
patients: because being no judges of their own happi- 
ness or misery they may be extremely happy, at the very 
time they judge themselves to be perfectly miserable. 

In any case in which calamity proves fatal, it is 
absurd to pretend, that it promotes, in this life, the hap- 
piness of the patient, unless calamity itself be happiness. 
No man has opportunity in this life to derive any good 
from the pains of death. Therefore at least these pains 
are not designed for the subject’s good during his present. 
life. ; 

Here it may be proper to mention several remarkable 
instances of grievous calamity recorded in scripture: 
As the instance of the old world, of Sodom and Gomor- 
rah, of Pharaoh, Saul, the house of Eli, Nadab and Abi- 
hu, Hiel, &c. It-is presumed, Dr. C. himself would not 
pretend, that these calamities were intended for “the 
profit of the sufferers themselves” in this life. What 
right then had he to argue, as in the following passage ?* 


~ 
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“‘The proper tendency and final cause of evils in the 
present state, are to do us good. This is the voice of 
reason confirmed by experience, and scripture concurs 
herewith.” He then quotes Psal. Ixxxix. 31—34; and 
proceeds, “If evil, punishment or misery in the present 
life is mercifully intended for the good of the patients 
themselves why not in the next life? Is the character of 
God, as the father of mercies, and God of pity, confined 
to this world only?” The force of all this depends en- 
tirely on the supposition, that in all instances of suffer- 
ing-in this life, the end is the sufferer’s good during this 
life. 
But this supposition, we see by what has been said 
already, is by no means true. ‘The superstructure 
therefore built on this foundation falls entirely to the 
ground. We all grant, that in some instances afflictions are 
intended for the good of the sufferers. A proof of this, 
which needed no proof, Dr. C. has produced out of the 
eighty-ninth psalm. On this foundation extended in his 
own imagination to comprehend all instances of affliction, 
he built an argument in which he triumphed.—Now 
since there are those several instances of calamity before 
mentioned, which Dr. C. would not pretend were design- 
ed for the sufferer’s good in this life; 1 might as well 
suppose that no other instances of calamity are designed 
for the sufferers good in this life; and then adopt Dr. 
C’s strain of ardent declamation, in manner following: If 
evil punishment or misery in the present life, be not 
intended for the good of the patients themselves, but to 
support the authority of the divine law, and thus sub- 
serve the general good; why not in the next life? Is 
the character of God, as a God of perfect purity and 
strict justice, limited to this world only? Why should it 
not be supposed, that the infinitely holy God has the same 
hatred ofsin inthe other world which he has in this? and 
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that he has in the next state the same intention which 
he has in this, to vindicate, by punishments, his law and 
government. 

The truth is, that as some of the calamities of this 
life are intended for the patient’s good in this life and 
others are as manifestly not intended for his good in 
this life ; nothing certain can be hence concluded con- 
cerning the end of the misery of the damned. Nay; if 
it were certain, that all the calamities of this life are in- 
tended for the patient’s good in this life or that they are 
not intended for his good in this life ; yet it could not be 
certainly thence concluded, that the miseries of the 
damned are intended for the good of the patients, nor 
that they are not intended for the good of the patients. 
But this point must be determined by other evidence, 
the evidence of revelation. 

If it should be said, that though some of the sufferings 
of this life do not, in this life, produce good to the pa- 
tients ; yet they will produce good to them in the future 
life ; it will be sufficient to reply, that this wants proof ; 
that it is a main point in the present dispute; and that 
it should be taken for granted, is not to be suffered. 

2. It is also urged by our author, “ That the whole 
course of nature, and even the revelations of scripture 
constantly speak of God, as the universal father, as well 
as governor of men—What now is the temper and con- 
duct of fathers on earth towards their offspring ? They 
readily do them good and chastise them for their profit ; 
but they do not punish their children, having no view to 
their advantage.””—“ And shall we say that of our father 
in heaven, which we cannot suppose of any father on 
earth, till we have first divested him of the heart ofa 
father?’ He abounds in pathetic discourse of the same 
strain, which is much more suited to work on the imag- 
inations and passions of mankind, than on their reason. 
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The foundation of all this discourse is, that fathers on 
earth, acting in character, never punish and neyer can 
punish their children, but with a design to promote their 
personal good. But would Dr. C. himself adyenture to 
lay down this position, and to abide by it? Did never 
a wise and good father find it necessary, to punish, and 
even to cast out of his family, a desperate child, to pre- 
vent his ruining the rest of the children? Was there 
never, or can there possibly never be, an instance of 
this? Ifsuch an instance ever has, or ever may occur, 
the appearance of argument in the forecited passage, 
vanishes at once. Not only do fathers find it necessary 
to punish desperate children, without any prospect of 
their personal good ; but very frequently do kings, goy- 
ernors and chief magistrates find this necessary with re- 
gard to their subjects. Now in the scripture, God much 
oftener illustrates his character, by that of a king, a 
prince, a sovereign lord, than by that of a father. And 
as kings, &c. often find it necessary to inflict capital and 
other punishments, without any view to the personal 
good of the sufferers ; we may hence deduce an argu- 
ment, that God also will punish many of his rebellious 
subjects, without any view to their personal good ; but 
to support his moral government, to be an example of 
terror to others, and thus to.secure the general good : 
and this argument would be at least as strong as that of 
Dr. C. just cited. 

3. it may be pleaded, that though calamities in this 
life do not always issue in the sufferers’ good ; yet God 
may compensate them in the future state, for the loss'or 
suffering, of which they are the subjects in this life. 

Thus our author, “it is possible that the evils which 
any suffer in this, may be made up to them in another 
state.”*—lt is granted, that God is able to compensate 


* Benevolence of the Deity, p. 249. 
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his creatures forthe evils of this life; but that he in 

fact will do it in all cases, is to be proved.—Besides ; 

the very idea of compensation is inconsistent with the 

idea of disciplinary punishment and that all the evils of 
both this ‘life and the future are necessary and are in- 

tended for the good of those who suffer them. Fog if 
this idea be just, what foundation is there for compensa- 

tion’? Willa father compensate a child for the pain of 
that discipline which is absolutely necessary for his good 

‘and most wisely adapted to it? No man would ever 

think of it. Compensation supposes, ‘that the evil for 

which compensation is made, has been inflicted from 

other motives, than a regard to the good of the sufferer. 

And if evil may in one instance be inflicted from other 

motives than a regard to the good of the sufferer ; it 
may in any other instance in which justice and wisdom 

admit of it; andif in this state, in the future too.—lIf 
the evils of life be intended for the gcod only of the sub- 

jects, we may as well talk of compensating aman for 

the pain of drawing a tooth which is a perpetual tor- 

ment to him ; or for the disagreeable taste of the dose 

which cures bim of the colic ; as to talk of compensat- 

ing him for the calamities of life. The saints will in- 

deed be rewarded for their patience under these calam- 

ities ; and this part of their holiness is doubtless as ami- 

able, and is as properly as any part of their holiness the . 
object of the complacency of the Deity, and of those re- 

wards which are the fruits of that complacency. But 

those rewards are not to be considered as compensations 

of losses or of damages. The very idea of compensa- 

tion implies, that that for which compensation is made, 

is on the whole an evil to the person compensated. But 

the very idea that present evils are necessary and con- 

ducive .to the good of the subjects, implies, that on the 
whole they are no evils to the subjects. 

10 
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It is now submitted to the reader, whether the doc- 
trine, that the damned will in fact suffer no other pun- 
ishment, than that which is subservient to their personal 
good, be not in many respects most glaringly inconsistent 
with the scriptures; and whether it be not equally ir- 
reconcilable with their general tenor as with many par- 
ticular passages ; and also with many parts of Dr. C’s 
book. 


CHAPTER IV. 


CONTAINING AN EXAMINATION OF DR. C’S ARGUMENTS TO PROVE 
ENDLESS PUNISHMENT INCONSISTENT WITH JUSTICE. ~ 


Tuar the endless punishment of the damned is incon- 

sistent with justice, is positively and abundantly asserted 

by Dr. C. and other advocates for universal salvation. 

Whether the arguments which the Doctor offers to 

prove the injustice of endless punishment, be conclu- 
_ sive, is the subject of our inquiry in this chapter. 

Before we proceed to this inquiry, it seems neces- 
sary, to explain the meaning of the proposition—That 
the endless punishment of the damned 3 is consistent with 
justice. 

I do not find that Dr. C. hath any where given usa 
definition of his idea of justice, or of a just punishment, 
which is certainly a great omission. The Chevalier 
Ramsay gives the following definition of the divine jus-, 
tice: ‘Justice is that perfection of God, by which he 
endeavours continually to make all intelligences just.”* 
But with the same reason he might have defined the 
divine mercy to be, not that perfection in God, by which 
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he is himself inclined to the exercise of mercy to the 
miserable; but that by which he endeavours to make all 
intelligences merciful : and the divine love to be, not 
that perfection in God, by which he loves his creatures, 
but that by which he endeavours to make other intelli- 
gences exercise love. By this definition of justice a 
human judge, who wrongs every man, whose cause is 
brought before him, and yet endeavours to make other 
men just, is a just judge. 

The word justice is used in three different “senses. 
Sometimes it means commutative justice, sometimes dis- 
tributive, and sometimes general or public justice. Com- 
mutative justice respects property only, and the equal 
exchange and restitution of it. Distributive justice is 
the equal distribution of rewards and punishments, and 
it respects the personal rights and demerit of the per- 
son rewarded or punished. General or public justice 
respects what are called the rights of a community, 
whether a city, state, empire, or the universe. This kind 
of justice requires the public good; and whenever that is 
violated or neglected, the public is injured. This last 
use of the word justice, though very frequent, yet is an 
improper use of it; because to practise justice in this 
sense, is no other than to act from public spirit, or from 
love to the community, and with respect to the universe, 
it is the very same with general benevolence. 

Now when we inquire, whether the endless punish- 
ment of the wicked be consistent with justice, no man 
will suppose that the word justice means commutative 
justice ; because the inquiry has no respect to property. 
Nor is the word to be understood to mean general or 
public justice. It is indeed an important inquiry, whether 
the endless punishment of a man dying in impenitence, 
be consistent with the general interest of the universe ; 
but this is not the subject to be considered in this chap- 
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ter. ‘The question to be considered in this and in one or 
two succeeding chapters, is, Whether to inflict an endless 
punishment on a man dying in impenitence, be an act of 
distributive justice, or be a treatment of him by his judge, 
correspondent and no more than correspondent or pro- 
portioned to his demerit, to his crimes, or to his moral 
conduct and personal. character. This is a question 
entirely different from the following ; Whether the in- 
fliction, of an endless punishment on a sinner dying in 
impenitence, be subservient to the good of the universe ? 
A punishment or calamity inflicted on a person may be 
subservient to the public good of a community, yet not 
be deserved. by him on account of his personal crimes. 
It was for the good of the Roman republic, that Regulus 
should return to certain death at Carthage; yet he dix 
not deserve that death; it was not correspondent to his 
moral character. On the other hand, many a villain has 
by his atrocious crimes. deserved death; yet by reason 
of his power, his connexions,- or the peculiar circum- 
stances of the state, it could not, consistently with the 
public good be inflicted on him. So that in a variety of 
instances public justice or the. public good is promoted 
by private or distributive injustice; and distributive jus- 
tice would be productive of public injury or damage. 

And in some cases the public good may be promoted by 
a proceeding, which, though not in the distributive sense 
unjust, yet is not according to distributive justice.. An 
innocent person may choose to be made the subject of 
sufferings, in the stead of a criminal. ‘Therefore though 
the sufferings which he chooses to endure, be inflicted 
on him, no injustice is done him: nor will it be pretend- 
ed, that this proceeding is according to strict distributive 
justice, which requires the criminal to be punished and 
not his substitute. Yet it may promote the good of the 
community, or secure it from great detriment by a re- 
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laxation of its laws and government; as in the well 
known instance of Zaleucus, who put out one of his own 
eyes, to support the authority of the law against adultery, 
which his own son had violated. 

On the whole, when we inquire whether the endless 
punishment of the damned he consistent with justice, the 
word justice means distributive justice. This, as has been 
already observed, respects the personal merit or demerit 
of the man rewarded or punished. A man suffers distri- 
butive injustice when he is not treated as favourably as 

is correspondent to his personal conduct or character. 
On the other hand, he has justice done him, when he is 
treated in a manner correspondent to his personal con- 
duct'or character. A just punishment then is that which 
is proportioned or correspondent to the crime punished. 
But it may be further inquired, when is a punishment 
proportioned to the crime punished? To this the answer 
seems to be, when by the pain or natural evil of the 
punishment, it exhibits a just idea of the moral evil or 
ruinous tendency of the crime, and a proper motive to 
restrain all intelligent beings from the commission of the 
crime. 

Further to elucidate this matter, let it be observed, 
that any crime, by relaxing the laws and by weakening 
the government, is a damage to the community ; and de- 
serves just so much punishment, as, by restoring the 
proper tone of the laws, and proper strength to the 
government, will repair that damage. The chief evil 
of any crime, on account of which it principally deserves 
punishment, consists in the relaxation of the laws and 
government of the community in which the crime is com- 
mitted. For example, the chief evil of theft is not that 
a certain person is clandestinely deprived of his pro- 
perty. His property may be restored and he may in this 


respect suffer no damage. Still the thief deserves pun- 
10* 
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ishment. Ifa man be defamed, the chief evil is not that 
the person defamed is injured by the loss of his reputa- 
tion. His reputation may, by a full confession of the 
defamer or by other means, be restored. Still the de- 
famer may deserve punishment. If aman be murdered, 
the chief evil is not that the man is deprived of his life, 
and his friends and the community are deprived of the 
benefit of his aid. His life may have been a burden to 
himself, to his friends and to the community; or he may 
by divine power be raised from the dead. Still, in either 
case, the murderer would deserve punishment. 

The true reason, why all those criminals would, in all 
those cases, deserve punishment, is, that by their respec- 
tive crimes they would weaken the laws and government 
of the community, thereby would break in upon the pub- 
lic peace, good order, safety and happiness; instead of 
these would introduce confusion and ruin; and thus 
would do a very great damage to the community.— 
Therefore, they would respectively deserve just so 
much punishment, as by restoring the tone of the laws 
and government, would re-establish the peace, good 
order, safety and happiness of the community, and thus 
would repair the damage done to the community by their 
crimes.—A punishment adequate to this end exhibits by 
the natural evil of it, a just idea of the moral evil of the 
crime, and a proper motive to restrain all from the com- 
mission of it: it is therefore duly proportioned to the 
crime, is correspondent to the conduct of the criminal, 
and is perfectly just. 

The passages in which Dr. C. declares positively, that 
the endless punishment of :the wicked would be unjust, 
are very numerous; but his arguments to prove that it 
would be unjust, are, so far as I can find, very few. As 
this is a capital point in the present controversy, it was 
to be expected, that he would go into a formal conside- 
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ration of it, and give us his reasons methodically and dis- 
tinctly. Instead of this, in all the various parts of his 
book in which he declaims.most vehemently on the sub- 
ject, there are very few in which I find an attempt to 
argue. These are as follows :—* An eternity of misery 
swallows up all proportion: or though there should be 
some difference in the degree of pain, itis such a differ- 
ence, I fear, as will be scarce thought worthy of being 
brought into the account, when the circumstance of 
endless duration is annexed to it.”’**—“* The smallness of 
the difference between those in this world, to whom the 
character of wicked belongs in the lowest sense, and 
those to whom the character of good is applicable in the 
like sense, renders it incredible, that such an amazingly 
great difference should be made between them in the 

future. The difference between them, according to the © 
common opinion, will be doubly intinite-—For the re- 
ward and punishment being both eternal, they must at 
last become infinite in magnitude. How to reconcile 
this with the absolutely accurate impartiality of God, is, 
I confess, beyond me.”{—“‘It does not appear to me, 
that it would be honourable to the infinitely righteous 
and benevolent governor of the world, to make wicked 
men eyverlastingly miserable. For in what point of light 
soever we take a view of sin, it is certainly in its nature 
a finite evil. It is the fault of a finite creature, and the 
effect of finite principles, passions and appetites. To say 
therefore, that the sinner is doomed to infinite misery, 
for the finite faults of a finite life, looks like a reflection 
on the infinite justice, as well as goodness of God, I 
know it has been often urged, that sin is an infinite evil, 
because committed against an infinite object; for which 
reason an infinite: punishment is no more than its due 
desert. But this metaphysical nicety proves a great deal 
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too much, if it proves any thing at all. For according 
to this way of arguing, all sinners must suffer the utmost 
in degree, as well as in duration ; otherwise they will not 
suffer so much as they might do, and as they ought to 
do: which is plainly inconsistent with that difference the 
scripture often declares there shall be in the punishment 
of wicked men, according to the difference there has 
been in the nature and number of their evil deeds.”* 

These, I think, are the passages in which Dr. C. offers 
his most plausible and strong, if not his only, arguments, 
to prove, that endless punishment is not consistent with 
justice ; and the arguments here offered are these three 
only—That endless punishment implies such a different 
treatment of the smallest sinners and smallest saints, as 
is out of all proportion to their respective characters ; 
it is therefore incredible, and not reconcileable with the 
justice and impartiality of God.—That endless punish- 
ment is out of all proportion to the demerit of sin, as the 
latter is finite, the former infinite—That endless pun- 
ishment, on account of the infinite evil of sin, as commit- 
ted against a God of infinite glory, implies, that future 
punishment is infinite in degree too, and therefore that 
- the punishment of all the damned is equal. 

I. That endless punishment implies such a different 
treatment of the smallest sinner and smallest saint, as is 
out of all proportion to their respective characters ; it is 
therefore incredible, and not reconcileable with the jus- 
tice and impartiality of God. On this I observe, 

‘1. That there is an infinite difference’ between the 
treatment of two persons, one of whom is sent to endless 
misery, the other not, is readity granted. But that the 
one, who is sent to such a punishment, is treated unjustly, 
is not granted; and to assert, that he is treated unjustly, 
is to beg and not to prove the thing in question. 
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2. That of. the two persons now supposed, one should © 
be treated according to his demerits, and the other by 
the “ boundless goodness of God,” should be exempted 
from that punishment, to which, by his demerit, he is 
justly liable, is nothing incredible or unjust. Surely the 
gracious exemption of one man from that punishment, 
which he deserves, renders not the punishment of an- 
other unjust, which would otherwise be just. 

3. As there is no injustice in the case now stated, so 
neither is there any partiality in it. There is no par- 
tiality in, the conduct of the Supreme Magistrate, who 
condemns one criminal according to his demerit, and par- 
dons another criminal equally guilty.. But partiality is 
then practised, when of two real and known criminals, 
one is condemned by the judge; the other cleared, on 
the pretence, that-he is innocent. So that this whole 

“argument from the incredibly different treatment of the 
smallest sinner and smallest saint, whose characters are 
so nearly on a level, so far as it supposes the different 
treatment to be incredible, on account of the endless 
punishment of the sinner, is a mere begging of the ques- 
tion. It takes for granted, that the sinner does not de- 
serve an endless punishment. So far as it supposes the 
different treatment to be incredible, on account of the 
infinite reward or happiness bestowed on the saint, it 
supposes, that God.in his infinite goodness, cannot bestow 
an infinite good on a creature, who in his own person is 
entirely unworthy of it. It also supposes, that if ever 
God pardon any sinner, he must pardon all, whose de- 
merits are no more than that of the man pardoned ; 
otherwise he is partial: and for the same reason, that if 
ever he condemn any siiner, he must condemn all those, 
whose characters are equally sinful with that of the man 
condemned. But it is presumed, that these sentiments 
will be avowed by no man... . 
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Il. The next argument.is, ‘That endless punishment 
is out of all proportion to the demerit of sin, as the for- 
mer is infinite, the latter finite—As this is a matter of 
great importance in the present dispute, it requires our 
particular attention—How then does Dr. C. make it 
appear, that sin is a finite evil? By these several con- 
siderations, that it is the fault of a finite creature,—dur- 
ing a finite life,—and the effect of finite principles, 
passions and appetites; the sum of which is, that it is 
impossible for a creature, in a finite duration, to commit 
an infinite crime; or which is the same thing, a crime 
which shall deserve an endless punishment.—As to this 
let it be observed, 

1. That if it be impossible for a creature, in a finite 
duration, to commit.a crime which shall deserve an end- 
less punishment, it is as really against what Dr. C. 
holds, as against the opposite-system. He says,* “ If* 
the next is a state of punishment intended to satisfy the 
justice of God, *tis impossible all men should be finally 
saved :” that is, if in the next state a punishment be in- 
flicted, which satisfies justice, all men will not be saved. 
But a punishment, which satisfies justice is a perfectly 
just punishment. It is therefore just, that some men 
should finally not be saved ; or it is just, that on account 
of their sins, they be without end excluded from salva- 
tion. And what is the endless exclusion of a sinner from 
salvation on account of his sins, but an endless punish- 
ment inflicted for the fault of a finite creature, commit- 
ted ina finite life, and the effect of finite principles, 
passions and appetites ?—This passage of Dr. C. is a 
plain and full concession both of the justice of endless 
punishment, and of the infinite evil of sin. 

_That sin is an infinite evil, or an evil deserving an 
endless punishment, is implied in all those passages also, 
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in which Dr. C. asserts, that the salvation of all men, 
and even of the damned, after they have suffered all 
which they ever are to suffer, is the fruit of boundless 
and inexhaustible goodness, infinite indulgence and love, &c. 
In his argument that the punishment of the damned is 
disciplinary, he says,* ‘“‘ That God must in the other 
world, as well as this, be disposed to make it evident, 
that he is a being of boundless and wmexhaustible good- 
ness.” It is plain by the connexion, that the Doctor 
means, that the deliverance of the damned, in conse- 
quence of a punishment, which is conducive to their 
good, is an act of boundless and inexhaustible goodness. 
But that the goodness of that act of deliverance is not 
greater than the evil or punishment from which it deliv- 
ers, will be conceded hy all. There is goodness in de- 
livering a man from the toothach; but no man will 
pretend, that this is an act of boundless and inexhaustible 
goodness. To deliver from the misery of a thousand 
years torment in hell, is an act of far greater goodness. 
But this is not an act of boundless and inexhaustible good- 
ness. Nor is any act of deliverance worthy of these 
epithets, unless it deliver from an evil, which is bound- 
less and inexhaustible. Doubtless the act of God in de- 
livering a sinner from the punishment of hell is called 
an act of boundless and inexhaustible goodness with re- 
spect to the greatness of the benefit conferred by that 
deliverance, and not with respect to the inherent and 
essential goodness of Ged. If the latter be Doctor C’s 
meaning, what he says is no illustration of the divine 
goodness in delivering a sinner from the pains of hell: 
he might have said the same concerning the deliver- 
ance of any person guilty or innocent, from the tooth- 
ach, or from the prick of a pin. He says, that God in 
the other world, as well as this, must be disposed to 
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make it evident, that he is a being of boundless and inex- 
haustible goodness. But» if the deliverance of a sinner 
from the ‘pains of hell be not a boundless benefit, it does 
not make it evident, that God is a being of boundless 
goodness. If it be a boundless benefit, the evil deliver- 
ed from is boundless. If therefore the deliverance of 
the damned from the torments of hell; be an act and a 
proof of boundless and inexhaustible goodness, as the 
Doctor holds, the evil from which they are delivered, 
and to which they are exposed by the divine law, is 
boundless and inexhaustible. But they are not by the 
divine law exposed to a greater punishment than they 
justly deserve : therefore they justly deserve a bound- 
less or inexhaustible punishment: of» consequence sin, 
by which they deserve this punishment, is a boundless 
and inexhaustible or an infinite evils — 

Again, Dr. C. in the words of Mr. Whiston, says,* 
“¢ Many, or all of them,” [the damned] “ may possibly be 
recovered and saved at last, by the infinite indulgence 
and love of their Creator.” The’ same observations, 
which were made in the preceding paragraph, are ap- 
plicable here. It cannot be the meaning of Dr. C. that 
the recovery of the damned is in no other sense a fruit 
or proof of the infinite indulgence and love of their Cre- 
ator, than the recovery of a person in this life from the 
smallest disease, or calamity ; or the deliverance of even 
an innocent being from some slight evil. A less degree 
of indulgence and love, than that which is infinite, would 
be sufficient for these recoveries, or deliverances.. And 
if nothing short of infinite indulgence and love can re- 
cover the damned, then their recovery is a proof of in-’ 
finite love. Now what can be a proof viata = 
but the bestowment of an infinite benefit 2. Anc 
fit consisting in recovery from evil is infinite 
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evil, from which the recovery is made, be infinite. But 
if the evil from which the damned are supposed to be 
recovered, be infinite, sin, by which they are exposed to 
that evil, must itself be an infinite evil. 

If here it should be objected, that the damned are not 
indeed delivered from wrath, by boundless goodness and 
infinite love ;. but that boundless goodness and infinite 
love are exercised in their admission to the positive 
happiness of heaven only: I entreat the reader to ob- 
serve, that in the former of the two passages last quot- 
ed, Dr. C, is speaking of God’s making evident his bound- 
less and inexhaustible goodness, by pitying sinners, and 
punishing them in order to their benefit, or by the de/iv- 
erance of the damned, in consequence of a disciplinary 
punishment. In the other, he is speaking in the words 
of Mr. Whiston, concerning the recovery of the damn- 
ed —But for a more full answer I beg leave to refer the 
reader to page 24, where this same objection has been 
stated and considered. 

That sin is an infinite evil, is implied in iwi Dr. C. 
holds concerning annihilation ; he says, “ If the forego- 
ing scheme should be found io have no truth in it—the 
second death ought to be considered as that which will 
put an end to their existence both in soul and body, so 
that they shall be no more in the creation of God.” By 
this it appears that the Doctor held, that endless annibi- 
lation would be no unjust punishment of sin. But endless 
annihilation is an endless or infinite punishment. It is an 
endless loss of not only all the good which the man at 
present enjoys; but of all that good which he would 
have enjoyed throughout eternity, in the state of bliss to 
which he would have been admitted, if he had never 
sinned. This in an endless duration would amount to an 
infinite quantity of good. Annihilation therefore is an 


infinite punishment both as it is endless, and as the quan- 
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tity of good lost is infinite : and Dr. C. in allowing that 
endless annihilation would be no more than a just pun- 
ishment of sin, allows, that sin deserves an infinite pun- 
ishment, or that it is an infinite evil, though it is the 
fault of a finite creature, in a finite life, and the effect 
of finite principles, passions and appetites. If therefore 
it be a difficulty hard to be solved, that a finite creature, 
in a finite life, should commit an infinite evil, meaning a 
crime which may be justly punished with an endless 
punishment ; it is a difficulty that equally concerned Dr. 
C. as myself; and it was absurd for him to object that 
to others, which lay equally in his own way. 

It may be objected to these observations, that endless 
annihilation is not an infinite punishment, because it may 
be inflicted on even an innocent person. God having 
once communicated existence is under no obligation to 
perpetuate it; but for wise_ends may without injury 
suffer even, the most.holy of his creatures, after the en- 
joyment of existence and of good for a season, to drop 
into their original nothing. ‘To this it may be answer- 
ed; that this objection equally proves, that annihilation 
is no punishment at all, as that it is not an infinite pun- 
ishment. When an innocent creature is suffered in 
sovereign wisdom to drop into non-existence, this is not 
only not an infinite punishment, but is no punishment at 
all. A punishment is some evil brought on a person, in 
testimony that his conduct is disapproved by the author 
of that evil.. This is not the case in the annihilation of 
the innocent person now supposed. ‘Therefore it equal- 
ly follows trom the possible annibilation of an innocent 
creature, that the annibilation of the wicked would be 
no punishment at all, as that it would not be an infinite 

_panishment. Annihilation is an infinite loss, and in that 
sense, an infinite evil, to an innocent person, as well as 
to one ever so guilty. But as it is not inflicted 
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innocent, in testimony of disapprobation, it is not a pun- 
ishment. On the other hand, if it be inflicted at all on 
the wicked, it is inflicted in express testimony of the 
divine abhorrence of their conduct, and therefore is a 
punishment: and any punishment, which is an infinite 
evil, is an infinite punishment. 

To illustrate this, let the following example be taken. 
A parent baving begun the most liberal and advantage- 
ous education of his son, may for wise reasons, entirely 
drop, without any injustice to his son, the course of edu- 
cation, which he had begun, and may suffer him to grow 
up in comparative ignorance. ‘This would not only not 
be a very great punishment of his son, but no punish- 
ment at all. Whereas, if he should treat his son in the 
same manner, from the motive of testifying his displea- 
sure at some trifling levity or childish inadvertence, it 
would be both a real and a very great punishment : and 
though it would consist in a loss or privation, yet it 
would be a much greater punishment than the infliction 
of a very considerable positive pain. In like manner, 
though annihilation may be inflicted in such a manner, 
as to be no punishment ; yet when it is inflicted with the 
declared design of exhibiting the divine displeasure at 
sin; it is a far greater punishment, than a very great 
and long temporary misery.—That annihilation is an 
evil, no man will deny, who allows that existence and 
happiness are good. And if it be an evil, it is an eyil 
equal to the good lost by it, taking into view the contin- 
nance of that loss ; and as this is infinite, final annihila- 
tion is an infinite evil: and whenever it is inflicted in 
testimony of disapprobation of the conduct of the sinner, 
it is an infinite punishment. 

Doubtless Dr. C. was of the opinion, that annihilation 
may be a punishment, as it was his belief, that if his 
scheme of universal salvation be not true, the wicked 
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are to be annihilated. He would doubtless have allow- 
ed, that annihilation will not be brought on them in tes- 
timony of the divine approbation of their conduct. Nor 
can it be supposed to be the fruit of perfect indifference 
in the divine mind, with respect to their conduct. It 
must therefore be a testimony of divine -disapprobation, 
which constitutes it a punishment. And as it is an infi- 
nite evil, of course it is an infinite punishment.* 
Perhaps it may be further said, in opposition to what 
has been now advanced, that the meaning of those who 
assert, that sin does not deserve an infinite punishment, 
is not, that sin does not deserve an endless privation, or 
negative punishment; but that it does not deserve an 
endless positive punishment, consisting in positive pains or 
torments. —If the objection be thus explained, it comes to 
this merely, that sin does indeed deserve an endless pun- 
ishment, and‘so is truly and properly am infinite evil, in 
the sense in which any of us hold it to be an infinite evil: 
but it is not such an infinite evil, as to deserve so great 
an endless punishment, as endless positive pain and tor- 
ment. But this stating of the objection entirely shifts 
the ground of the dispute: granting, that an endless pun- 
ishment is justly deserved by sin, it denies, that so great 
a degree of punishment, as endless positive misery, is de- 
served by it. Endless annihilation is equally and as truly 
an endless punishment, as endless torment. Noris there 
any ground of objection to the one more than to the 
other, on account of any difference in duration, or that 
in which alone the infinity consists, But the ground of 


* To prove that sin does not deserve an endless punishment, 
Dr. Priestly too says, ** There is. no proportion between finite 
_and infinite.” Instit. Vol. ii. p. 383. Neither is there any pro- 
portion between this finite life and endless annihilation. Yet 
Dr. Priestly is of the opinion, that endless anviilation we 
not be an unjust punishment of sin. 
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objection to endless misery, rather than to endless anni- 
hilation, is, that it is a greater, more dreadful, and more . 
intolerable punishment; or a greater punishment i 
degree. 

Besides, not every degree of endless pain is a greater 
evil or punishment, than endless annihilation. No man 
will pretend, that any slight pain continued to eternity, 
is so great an evil, as endless annihilation and the endless 
loss of all enjoyment and existence. 

On the whole, as the state of the argument before us, 
is now wholly shifted ; as it is granted by the objector, 
that sin deserves an infinite or endless punishment, but 
not so great an endless punishment, as is implied in some 
degrees of endless pain; every thing for which we con- 
tend, as to the duration of future punishment, is granted. 
It is not pretended by the advocates for endless punish- 
ment, that sin deserves an infinite degree of endless pun- 
ishment. Nor do they pretend to determine the degree of 
punishment, which it deserves. It becomes all to leave 
that to God, who alone is able to determine it. The 
advocates for temporary punishment will not pretend to 
determine the degree of temporary punishment, which 
sin deserves. The degree of future punishment is not the 
subject of the present dispute. I might now therefore 
fuirly dismiss the further discussion of the infinite evil of 
sin, as on account of the concessions’ already mentioned, 
wholly impertinent to the present dispute. But wishing 
to relieve what difficulties, and to throw what light on 
‘the subject, 1 can, I proceed to observe, 

Perhaps it may be yet further pleaded, that the op- 
posers of the infinite evil of sin mean, that sin does not 
deserve such an endless positive misery, as is worse than 
non-existence.—As to this, besides that it makes the sub- 
ject of the dispute to be wholly the degrée of punishment, 


and not the duration of it; it may be remarked, that it is 
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granted in this plea, that it would be just, if all the wick- 
ed, who die in impenitence, were annihilated. Annihi- 
lation therefore is the punishment deserved by the least 
sinner, who dies in impenitence ; and those, whose guilt 
is more aggravated, deserve a greater. punishment; and 
as some are inconceivably greater sinners than the least, 
they deserve an inconceivably greater punishment than 
annihilation. Again, as the least sinner deserves annihi- 
lation, so he deserves that degree of positive pain, or 
that mixture of pain and pleasure, which is equally un- 
desirable, or equally dreadful as non-existence. 'There- 
fore those, who are inconceivably greater sinners than 
the least, deserve that degree of positive endless pain, 
which is inconceivably worse and more to be dreaded, 
than non-existence, or than that mixture of pain and 
pleasure, which is equally to be dreaded as non-existence, 
Therefore from principles conceded by Dr. C. it clearly 
follows, not only that all sinners deserve an endless pun- 
ishment, but that all sinners, except those of the very 
lowest class, deserve that degree of endless misery, 
which is worse than non-existeuce; and which is not 
only an infinite vil, but an evil doubly infinite, as the 
loss is infinite, and the positive misery exceeding all the 
good enjoyed, being endless, is infinite too. 

2. The argument of Dr. C.. now under consideration, 
“If it prove any thing, proves a great deal too much,” 
as it supposes, that any crime can justly be punished for 
no longer time, than was consumed in the perpeiration 
of the crime.—That this is implied in the argument, will 
appear, if we consider, that if it be once allowed, that a 
crime may be punished for a longer time than was con- 
sumed in the perpetration of it, the whole argument, that 
acreature cannot, in a finite life, commit such sin, as 
shall deserve an endless punishment, must be given up. 
If a man may in gne day commit a crime, which deserves 
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a punishment to be continued for a year, who will say, 
that he may not in one day commit a crime, which shall 
deserve a punishment to be continued for two years, for 
ten years, or during his life? Therefore in determining 
the duration of the punishment, no regard at all is had to 
the time taken up in the perpetration of the crime. . And 
if no regard be had to this, there is no absurdity in sup- 
posing, that the crimes of a finite life may deserve an 
endless punishment. To say, that there is an absurdity 
in it, supposes, that in adjusting the punishment, a regard 
is always to be had to the time taken up in the perpe- 
tration of the crime; which is contrary to known fact, 
as well as to the deduction just now made. Nay, it im- 
plies, as I before observed, that no just punishment can 
be continued for a longer time, than was consumed in 
the perpetration of the crime.—The mere duration of 
punishment is of no importance or consideration, unless 
the whole punishment be excessive. Therefore per- 
petual imprisonment is inflicted for crimes, which are 
perpetrated in a very short time. 

By the same argument, by which Dr. C. undertakes to 
prove, that sin does not deserve an endless punishment, 
any man may undertake to prove, that it does not deserve 
a punishment to continue for ages of ages. The Doc- 
tor’s argument is, that sin deserves no more than a tem- 
pory punishment, because it is committed in.a finite du- 
ration. With the same strength of argument it may be 
said: Sin deserves not a punishment of ages of ages, 
but.a punishment of no longer duration, than seventy 
years, because it is committed in the space of seventy 
years.—It is manifest, that when a punishment of ages of 
ages is inflicted on the sinner, no regard is had to the 
time consumed in the perpetration of sin. Andif it be 
just to inflict a punishment in one case, without regard 
to the time consumed in the perpetration of sin, why not 
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in another? If because sin is the fault of a finite life, it 
does not deserve an infinite punishment ; then because it 
is the fault of a life of less duration, than that of ages of 
ages, it does not deserve a punishment which is to con- 
tinue for ages of ages.—Or how will Dr. C. prove, that 
sin, the fault of a life, which is to continue only seventy 
years deserves a punishment, which is to continue for 
ages of ages? I presume he will not pretend to prove it 
by any proportion between the duration of seventy years 
and that of ages of ages; but merely by revelation. 
From the same source of evidence, we undertake to 
prove both the reality and justice of endless punishment. 
And it is as ineffectual to object to our proof of endless 
punishment, the disproportion between an infinite and a 
finite duration, as it is to object fo his proof of a punish- 
ment of ages of ages, the disproportion between the 
duration of ages of ages, and that of seventy years. I 
grant that the disproportion between infinite and finite 
duration, is greater, than that between ages of ages and 
seventy years. But, when the time consumed in the com- 
mission of a crime is not at all regarded, let the dispro- 
portion be what it may, nothing can be thence concluded. 

If it be still pretended, that a regard to the time con- 
sumed in the commission of sin is had, in determining 
the duration of its punishment: I ask what regard is had 
to it? If the duration of the-punishment may at all ex- 
ceed the time consumed in the commission of sin, how 
much may the former exceed*the latter? To say there 
is an infinite disproportion between a finite life, and an 
endless eternity, affords no satisfaction. So there isa very 
great disproportion between a life of seventy years, and 
ages of ages. And if on the principles of Dr. C. an end- 
jess punishment be more unjust than that of ages of ages, 
is not the latter on the same principles really unjust? If 
not, then a punishment, the duration ef which is greatly 
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disproportionate to the time consumed in the commission 
of the crime, is still just: and who will undertake to fix 
the degrees of disproportion between the duration of the 
punishment, and the time consumed in the commission 
of the crime, which are consistent, and which are incon- 
sistent. with justice? And let a reason be given, why it 
is not as really unjust to inflict a punishment, the dura- 
tion of which is greatly disproportionate to the time 
spent in the commission of the crime, as to inflict a pun- 
ishment, the duration of which bears no. proportion to 
the time spent in the commission of the crime. Why 
would not the same argument from the disproportion of 
the duration of the punishment, to the time spent in 
committing the sin, prove, that Adam was unjustly pun- 
ished, in that he was condemned to eat bread in the 
sweat of his face, all the days of his life, for the sin of 
eating the forbidden fruit, which was doubtless finished 
in a very short time? Also, that David was unjustly 
punished, in that the sword never departed from his house, 
because of his sin in the matter of Uriah? 

If a finite creature, in a finite time, cannot commit an 
infinite evil, or one which deserves an endless punish- 
ment, it will follow, that even our Lord Jesus Christ 
himself, if he be a real creature, though the first born of 
every creature,* cannot, if he were disposed, commit an 
infinite evil.. Yet as he created and upholds all things 
by the. word of his. power, he doubtless has. power to 
annihilate all things. Now I ask, whether if Christ 
should annihilate the whole created system, himself only 
excepted, it would be a finite or an infinite evil? If the 
answer should be, that it would be a finite evil, I would 
ask again, whether it would not be as. great an evil to 


“So far as can be judged from the book of Dr. C. now under 
examination, and some others of his works, he would not have 
‘objected to this character of Christ. 
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the universe, as the endless misery of one sinner, provided 
he deserves that misery.—I make this proviso, because 
we do not plead for endless punishment on any other 
supposition, than that it is just: And if it should be said, 
that the endless punishment of a sinner is an infinite 
evil, because it is unjustly inflicted, this would be a beg- 
ging of the question: it would also follow, that on the 
supposition of the justice of the endless punishment of 
the sinner, it is not an infinite evil, and therefore there 
is no foundation for the objection now under -considera- 
tion, that sin a finite moral evil is punished with an in- 
finite natural evil or punishment.—Beside, that the end- 
less annihilation of the created system would be an infi- 
nite evil in the very same sense, in which the endless 
punishment of the damned is an infinite evil, is evident 
from this consideration, that the punishment of the dam- 
ned is not pretended to be infinite in any other respect, 
than in duration. In the very same respect the endless 
annihilation of which we speak, is infinite. 

If the answer to the question just proposed, should be, 
that the annihilation of the created system would be an 
infinite evil; the consequence is, that an infinite evil 
may be caused or committed by a finite creature, ina 
finite time. : 

Possibly it may be further objected, that if our Lord 
Jesus Christ be a mere creature, he had no power in 
himself to create the universe ; but created it by a divine 
power communicated for that purpose: and that if he 
should annihilate it, he must do it by the same communi- 
cated power. Therefore Christ himself has it not in his 
power, to effect an infinite evil—But we are to observe, 
that if Christ was a proper intelligent moral agent in 
‘creation, that work is his work, and properly to be 
ascribed to him, as properly as any actions of men are to 
be ascribed to them. It is allowed on all hands, that all 
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men have received all their powers of action from their 
Creator; yet no man will dispute, whether these actions 
be the proper actions of men, or whether the effects 
produced by these actions be imputable to them, as their 
proper causes, Therefore with at least as great truth 
and propriety is Christ, even on the supposition that he 
is a mere creature, the proper cause of all his works, 
whether of creation or annihilation, as men in general 
are the causes of their works. He cannot possibly be 
more dependent for his powers, than we are for ours. 
Nor is it of any importance to the subject now under 
consideration, whether Christ had originally the power 
of creation and annihilation, or whether it was commu- 
nicated to him afterwards. A power given by God at 
one time, is as really given by him, as if it were given 
at another time. 

In the argument against the infinite evil of sin, that a 
finite creature cannot commit an infinite evil, in a finite 
time ; the finitude of the time is either essential to the 
validity of the argument, or it is not. If it be essential, 
it implies, as was before observed, that no crime can 
- deserve to be punished for a longer time, than was con- 
sumed in the commission of the crime. If the finitude 
of the time be not essential to the argument, but the 
meaning be, that a finite creature cannot at all commit 
an infinite evil, because he is a finite creature, it will fol- 
low, that if the whole system of intelligent creatures 
were to revolt from God, and to continue in their revolt 
to an absolute eternity, it would be but a finite evil. 

Objection: The time neyer can come, at which the 
system of creatures shall have continued to an absolute 
eternity, in their revolt from God. Though therefore we 
suppose that the whole created system should revolt, it is 
absurd to suppose, that they shall have continued in their 
revolt to an absolute eternity : and therefore it is impossi- 
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ble, that the whole created system should have commit- 
ted an infinite evil. Answer.—For the same reason it is 
impossible, that a creature should have been punished to 
an absolute eternity. The longest punishment to-which 
any suppose the wicked are doomed, is in no other 
sense’ infinite, than that in which the revolt which has 
been supposed, may be infinite. If then the wicked be 
not doomed to an infinite or endless punishment; sin is 
not, on any scheme, punished with an infinite punish- 
ment; and then the whole objection of punishing a finite 
evil, with an infinite punishment, falls to the ground. 

But this whole argument, founded on the finitude of 
the life and of the capacity of the sinner, was virtually 
given up by Dr. C. in that he believed, that endless an- 
nihilation would be a just punishment of sin: though the 
duration of the punishment in this case, would infinitely 
exceed the time consumed inthe commission of sin. 

Ill. We come at length to consider the third argument 
of Dr. C. against the justice of endless punishment, 
which is, that endless punishment, on account of the infi- 
nite evil of sin, as committed against a God of infinite 
glory, implies, that future punishment is infinite or to 
the utmost in degree, as well as duration, and therefore 
that the punishment of all the damned is equal, which is 
both absurd and contrary to scripture. This 1 take to 
be the argument intended in the latter part of the last 
quotation made in the beginning of this chapter.—On 
this it is observable, that though a sinner, on account of 
the infinite evil of sin as committed against a God of in- 
finite glory, deserve and shall suffer an endless punish- 
ment ; it by no means follows, that he deserves or will 
suffer that punishment which is infinite in degree too, or 
which is to the utmost degree in which any sinner is 
punished. All that follows from the infinite evil of sin 
is, that it deserves an infinite punishment; and an end- 
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less punishment is an infinite punishment, though it be 
not to the utmost in degree. ‘Therefore, when Dr. C. 
says, ** According to this way of arguing, all sinners must 
suffer to the utmost in degree, as well.as duration, other- 
wise, they will not suffer so much as they ought to 
do;” he merely asserts what he ought to have proved. 
Therefore he fails in his attempt to fasten on the doc- 
trine of the infinite evil of sin, the absurdity that the 
punishment of all the damned will be equal. He might 
as well have argued, that because all saints shall receive 
-an infinite or an endless reward; the reward of every 
one will be to the utmost in degree, and the reward of 
all will be equal. 

Or if the meaning of this argument be, that the wick- 
ed will.all be punished equally, not because they will 
suffer an endless punishment, but because they all sin 
against the same infinitely glorious object, and therefore 
their sins are all equal: the answer ‘is, that the conse- 
quence by no means follows from the premises. Though 
it be true, that the wicked all sin against the same God, 
and on that account all deserve endless punishment? yet 
- it no more follows thence, that they all deserve the 
same punishment in degree, than if a number of subjecis 
should rebel against the same excellent prince, it would 
follow, that they are equally guilty, = all deserve an_ 
equal punishment. 

The expression, infinite evil of sin, seems to be very 
offensive to some gentlemen. They seem to conceive 
that it means as great an evil or crime, as it is possible 
for a man to commit, the moral turpitude of which can 
in no respect be increased.—This idea of the infinite 
evil of sin is very different from that which is entertain- 
ed by those who hold, that sin is an infinite evil. All 
they mean is, that sin is in such a sense an infinite evil, 
that it may be justly followed by an endless punishment. 

xe 12 
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It no more follows hence, that the moral turpitude of any 
particular sin cannot be increased, than that the endless 
punishment of it cannot be increased; or than that the 
endless happiness of the saints in heaven cannot be in- 
creased. Indeed, neither the happiness of heaven, nor 
the misery of hell can be increased in duration: nor can 
the turpitude of sin be so increased, as to deserve a 
greater duration of punishment, than that which is end- 
less. But as both the happiness of heaven and the 
misery of hell, though endless, may be increased in 
degree ; so may the turpitude of sin be so increased, as to 
deserve a greater degree of punishment. 

When it is said, that if the evil of sin be infinite, it is 
as great as possible, and so all sins are equal ; it seems 
to be implied, that all infinities are equal in all respects, 
than which nothing is more false. An infinite line, an 
infinite superfices, and an infinite solid, are all infinites, 
and they are all eqnal in one respect or dimension, that 
of length. But a line though truly infinite in length, is 
not in the dimension of breadth equal to an infinite 
superfices. Nor is a superfices, though truly infinite in 
the two dimensions of length and breadth, equal in depth 
to an infinite solid—To apply this, sin may be infinitely 
aggravated with respect to the object against whom it is 
committed, and in that respect it may be incapable of 
an increase of aggravation. Still it may not be infinite 
with respect to the degree of opposition, or virulence 
and malignity to the object, against whom it is com- 
mitted. a 

By the infinite evil of sin therefore is meant, that sin 
truly deserves an endless punishment, as it is committed 
against an infinitely glorious object, against God himself, 
_his authority, his law, his government; and as it ener- 
vates the laws, violates the peace and safety of his king- 
dom, introduces confusion and ruin, and would actually 


STRICTLY EXAMINED. 131 


‘ruin entirely that kingdom, and the happiness of all who 
belong to it, were not measures taken by God to prevent 
its natural effect. In this respect it is infinitely evil, and 
in this respect, in which it is infinitely evil, the evil of 
it cannot be increased, because the object against which 
it is committed, cannot be greater, more important, or 
more excellent; and in this respect all sins are equal. 
But by the infinite evil of sin, is not meart an evil, which 
deserves an infinite degree of punishment; or an act of 
opposition to God and his kingdom, which is infinitely - 

- virulent or malicious. In this respect the evil of sin 
may be increased, and in this respect all sins are by no 
means equal—The evil of any one sin is not so great, 
but that on the whole it may be increased, as the happi- 
ness of heaven is not so great, but that on the whole 
that may be increased. 

Though the turpitude of sin is infinite with respect to 
the object opposed, yet it is not infinite as to the degree 
of opposition. If a subject rebel against the most excel- 
lent sovereign on earth, his crime is, in respect to the 
object, as great as he can commit in rebellion against a 
temporal prince ; because by supposition he cannot be 
the subject of a better temporal prince, and therefore 
he cannot rebel against a better. Yet this rebellion may 
be more aggravated by greater degrees of opposition, 
abuse or insult to this same excellent prince. 

What has been now said concerning the infinite evil 
of sin, has been in the way of explanation, and in answer 
to Dr. C’s objections. The positive proof, that sin is an 
infinite evil, has been so largely and ably given by 
others, that the reader will allow me to refer him to 
them.* 


_ *President Edwafds’s sermon on the Eternily of hell-torments, 
and his tract on Justification. Dr. Bellamy’s Essay on the Gos- 
pel, Sect. v. Mr. Hopkins on the Future State, Sect. iv. 
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Thus I have particularly attended to the arguments 
brought by Dr. C. to prove, that the endless punishment 
of the wicked would not be just.—I shall now proceed 
to a more general consideration of the justice of endless 
punishment consisting in misery, and to some arguments 
in proof of it. The first argument to which I wish to 
direct the attention of the reader, is, that if endless pun- 
ishment be the curse of the divine law, or the punish- 
ment threatened in the divine law, as the wages of sin, 
or as the proper punishment of sinners; undoubtedly it 
is just. It is impossible, that a God of perfect and infi- 
nite justice should threaten an unjust punishment.—I am 
indeed aware, that it is not a conceded point, that endless 
misery is threatened in the divine law: I therefore pur- 
pose to attempt the proof of it—The curse of the divine 
law is either endless annihilation, or it is that misery 
which the wicked in fact suffer in hell, or it is some 
temporary misery of greater duration than that which is 
actually suffered in hell, or it is endless misery. These 
several hypotheses shall come under consideration in 
the following chapters. 

But before | proceed, it may be proper to explain j in 
what sense I use the word law, in this inquiry concern- 
ing the carse of the divine law.—By the divine law, I 
mean not merely any positive, revealed law, as that given 
to Adam concerning the tree.of knowledge of good and 
evil: but what Dr. C. calls ‘* the moral law of God,” and 
‘“the law of works, as requiring perfect, actual, indefec- 
table obedience.” The Doctor allows, that *he” [Adam] 
‘* was, without all doubt, under strict indispensable obliga- 
tions to obey every command of God, wherein it should 
be made known to him—and must have rendered himself 
obnoxious to the righteous resentmepts of his God and 
king, had he expressed any disregard to any of them. og 


* Five Dissertations, p. 55. 
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This he speaks concerning the moral law, as may be 
seen by the context. And doubtless as Adam was ob- 
ligated to obey “every command” of the moral law, 
and in case of disobedience, was ‘ obnoxious to the righ- 
teous resentments of God,” the same is true of every 
other man. The righteous resentment of God for dis- 
obedience to this law, is that very curse of the law, from 
which Christ hath redeemed his people, and which is 
the proper object of our present inquiry. By law taken 
in this sense, Dr. C. abundantly holds, that no man can 
‘be justified. ‘ By law, the apostle sometimes means law 
in general, both the law written in men’s hearts, and 
in the books of revelation—sometimes—the Mosaic law 
in special. But whether he understand by it natural or 
revealed law, or law including both; works done in 
conformity to it, when mentioned with reference to jus- 
tification, he always sets aside as totally insufficient for 
the procurement of it.”* Here the Doctor tells us in 
what sense he uses the word law, which is the same in 
which I use it, in the present inquiry: and as he asserts 
in this context, and in very many other passages, that no 
man, ‘Jew or Gentile,” can be justified on the foot of 
law taken in the sense just explained; of course all men 
are condemned by the law, and the punishment to which 
the law condemns all, is the curse of the law; or the 
curse of the law is that punishment to which the moral 
law condemns every man who transgresses it. 


: * Twelve Sermons, p. 4. 
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CHAPTER V. 
IS ANNIHILATION THE PUNISHMENT OF THE DAMNED ? 


Doctor C’s first object was, to prove that all men will 
be finally happy.—If he should fail in this, his last resort 
was annihilation. “If the foregoing scheme,” says he,* 
*¢ should be found to have no truth in it, and the wicked 
are sent to hell, as so many incurables, the second death 
ought to be considered, as that which will put an end to 
their existence, both in soul and body, so as that they 
shall be no more in the creation of God.” Having made 
the supposition, that the next is the final state of men, 
he says,f “It is most peremptorily affirmed, that they” 
{the wicked) “shall reap corruption, perish, be destroyed, 
and die a second time ; which fixes the sense of the word 
everlasting, when joined with the misery they shall be 
doomed to undergo, limiting its meaning to an age, or 
period of duration’ only.” Corruption, perdition, de- 
struction, and the second death do not limit the meaning 
of the word everlasting, unless it be on the supposition, 
that those words themselves mean annihilation. Some- 
times by those words Dr. C. seems to have meant a 
transition from one future state of existence to another ; 
at other times he expressly declares that they mean 
misery, torment. Now if those words applied to the 
wicked mean a transition from the next state of exis- 
tence to another, they by no means certainly limit their 
misery. This transition may be from one state of misery 
to another state of misery; as Dr. C. supposed that they 
might pass through several future states of misery, be- 
fore they should arrive at happiness. Nay, from the 
words used in this sense, no inference can be drawn, 


* Page 282. + Page 288, 
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that they will ever arrive at a state of happiness: because 
a transition from one state of misery to another state of 
misery, is as truly a transition, as a transition from a state 
of misery to a state of happiness.—But if those words 
mean misery or torment, they certainly do not limit the 
future misery of the wicked; as will more fully appear 
presently. 

I do not find any proof offered by Dr. C. that the 
wicked will be annihilated, unless he consider the very 
meaning of the words destruction, death, &c. as a proof. 
But this proof, if it be one, was absolutely given up by 
himself, as he held, that those words signify not annihi- 
lation, but misery ; as in the following passages; ‘ Ever- 
' lasting punishment, everlasting fire, everlasting destruction : 
so the words are rendered in our English bibles; but we 
are very obviously led to uaderstand by them misery, that 
must be suffered for a certain period.”* ‘If men con- 
tinue the servants of sin, the wages they shall receive 
before the gift through Christ is conferred on them, will 
be the second death: whereas if they become the ser- 
vants of God, this gift through Christ will issue in their 
eternal life, without their passing through the second 
death.”} That by the second death he here meant not 
annihilation, but the misery of hell, is manifest, as it is 
to be followed with the gift of God through Christ, which 
is eternal life. ‘“* The going away into everlasting pun- 
ishment, the being cast into the furnace of fire, where 
there shall be wailing and gnashing of teeth, mean the 
same thing in the sacred dialect, with the second death.” } 
“ They may be saved without first going through the 
torments of hell, or as the scripture expresses it, without 
being hurt of the second death.”§ How strange then is 
it, that Dr. C. should urge the literal and original mean- 
ing of the words death, destruction, &c. as an argument 


* Page 224. 14 Page 90. tf Page 210. § Page 337. 
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for annihilation, when he himself supposed that they 
mean not annihilation, but obviously mean misery! and 
that he should suppose, that they limit the sense of the 
word everlasting, when it is joined to the misery of the 
damned! As well might he have said, that the word 
misery limits the sense of the word everlasting, when it 
is joined to the misery of the damned! 

Perhaps some admirers of Dr. C. may attempt to re- 
concile this inconsistence, by saying, he held that the 
words death, destruction, &c. mean and prove annihila- 
tion, on the sole supposition, that the next state is final: 
that on any other supposition he held that they mean 
misery.—But this would bea vain attempt. For if those 
words do or may mean misery, they are no proof of anni- 
hilation, whether the next state be final ornot. They 
are no more a proof of it, than the words misery and tor- 
ment ; because by his own concessions, they are at least 
capable of meaning misery or torment. Therefore 
though Dr. C’s scheme of universal happiness should 
fail, we should from the application of the words death, 
destruction, &c. to the wicked, be under no necessity of 
supposing that they will be annihilated; everlasting de- 
struction may mean everlasting misery. 

The truth appears to be, that Dr. C. was led to adopt, 
as the last resort, the idea of the annihilation of the 
wicked, not by the obvious meaning and use of the words 
death and destruction in scripture; since he allows they 
obviously mean misery or torment; but by the precon- 
ception, that it is a certain truth, that the endless misery’ 
of any of mankind can never exist. To this precon- 
ceived opinion the scripture must some WAM or other be 
accommodated. 

~ But let.us proceed to some considerations to tonfirm 
the proposition, that annihilation is not the curse or pun- 
ishment denounced against sin in the divine law. 
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The doctrine, that annihilation is the curse of the 
divine law, may be holden in two different senses, both 
which I conceive to be entirely opposite to the truth.— 
It is the sentiment of many, that annihilation is the pun- 
ishment of sin threatened in the law, and is actually in- 
flicted on those who die impenitent.—Again ; it is the 
sentiment of some, that though annihilation will not be 
inflicted on any; yet it is the curse which was originally 
in the law denounced against sin; but that Christ hath 
absolutely redeemed all from it; and therefore none 
will suffer it, 

I. It is the sentiment of many, and was the sentiment 
of Dr. C. provided his scheme of universal happiness do 
not hold; that annihilation is the punishment threatened 
in the law, and is actually inflicted on those who die 
impenitent——Concerning which it is to be remarked; 

1. That on this hypothesis, all Dr. C’s arguments both 
from scripture and reason, to prove the salvation of all 
men, entirely fall to the ground; and itis nothing incon- 
sistent with either the justice or goodness of God, that a 
great part of mankind should be forever cast off, and suf- 
‘fer an endless punishment; and not only a great part, 
but the greater part of the whole; as he acknowledges, 
that but few are saved immediately from this life.* Nor 
is it at all inconsistent with the design of Christ’s under- 
taking, nor with his honour as the Saviour of mankind, 
that the greater part of the whole race should not be 
saved.{ All that argument therefore of Dr. O. with his 
declamation on the supposed absurdity, that Christ should 
undertake to defeat the devil and destroy his works, and 


* Page 8, and 322. 

t The reader will take notice, that these observations are made 
on the sole ground of Dr. C's concession, that but few of man- 
kind are to be saved immediately from this ae and do not im- 
ply, that this is the real truth. 
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yet really be so far baffled by him,* as still to fail of the 
salvation of the greater part of mankind, comes entirely 
to nothing.—Nor must it be any more urged as an argu- 
ment in this dispute, that God is willing that all men 
should be saved, and not willing that any should perish ; 
or that Christ died for all men, &c. &c. At least these pro- 
positions must be received with the same limitations and 
distinctions, with which the despised orthodox, systematic 
divines have received them. At the same time, all 
those texts which speak of the restitution of all things ; 
of God’s tender mercies over all his works; of the free 
gift coming upon all men to justification of life; of the 
creature delivered from the bondage of corruption, into 
the glorious liberty of the children of God; of the de- 
struction of the last enemy, death; of all things gather- 
ed together in Christ; of all things reconciled to God 
by Christ ; of every creature saying, blessing and 
honour, &c. to him that sitteth on the throne and to the 
Lamb, &c. &c. must be given up, or understood with the 
like limitations, as are put upon them, by the believers 
in endless misery.—At the same time, all Dr. C’s labour- 
ed criticism on atwy, ciwvios, and eg Tous ceiavous Juv arava, 
&c. must be acknowledged to be groundless: and all 
that he hath said against vindictive punishment, and in 
favour of mere discipline, is nothing to the purpose. 

I]. The scriptural representations of the punishment 
of the wicked are inconsistent with the idea that it con- 
sistsin annihilation. According to the scriptures the wick- 
ed depart into everlasting fire—The smoke of their tor- 
ment ascendeth up forever and ever—They shall weep 
and wail and gnash their teeth—They have no rest day 
nor night—The rich man in hell lifted up his eyes, be- 
‘ing in torment—The damned shall dwell with everlast- 
ing burnings.—When the master of the house shall haye 


* See page 322, 323. 
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risen up and shut the door, they shall stand without, cry- 
ing Lord, Lord, open to us: to whom the master shall 
say, I know you not, depart from me.—After they them- 
selves shall have been thrust out, they shall see Abra- 
ham, Isaac and Jacob, and all the prophets in the king- 
dom of God.—The rich man in hell saw Abraham afar 
off and Lazarus in his bosom.—The saved shall go forth 
and look on the carcasses of {ransgressors, and they shall 
be an abhorring to all flesh—The beast and false pro- 
phet, and by parity of reason, all men dying in wicked- 
ness, shall be cast into a lake of fire and shall be tor- 
mented forever and ever; Bacay éycovJa: in the plural 
number, determining, that they, the devil, the beast and 
the false prophet, shall be tormented forever and ever. 
—The wicked shall be tormented with fire and brim- 
stone, in the presence of the angels, and in the presence of 
the Lamb. 

But how can those who are annihilated, be said to be 
cast into fire, into a lake of fire and brimstone, and to 
be tormented there; to have no rest; to weep, and wail 
and gnash their teeth ; to dwell with everlasting burnings 7 
—As well might these things be said of them before they 
were created—How can they be said ¢o plead for ad- 
mission into heaven, and to reason on the subject with 
the master of the celestial mansions? How can they 
see Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of God? 
How can they seeing Abraham and Lazarus in that state, 
enter into discourse with the former ?—Rev. xiv. 11. The 
smoke of their torment ascendeth up forever and ever, 
and they have no rest day nor night. But those who are 
annihilated, so far as they have any thing, have con- 
tinual rest day and night. 

The different degrees of the punishment of the wicked 
in hell prove, that their punishment does not consist in 
annihilation. Matt. v. 22, “ Whosoever shall be angry 


140 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


with his brother without a cause, shall be in danger of 
the judgment: whosoever shall say to his brother, raca, 
shall be in danger of the council: but whosoever shall 
say, thou fool, shall be in danger of hell-fire.”—The 
servant who knows not his master’s will, and commits 
things worthy of stripes, shall be beaten with few stripes, 
but the servant who knows his master’s will, and com- 
mits things worthy of stripes, shall be beaten with many 
stripes.—It shall be more tolerable for Tyre and Sidon 
and for Sodom, than for Chorazin, Bethsaida and Caper- 
naum.—The wicked shall receive according to their 
works, according to the fruit of their doings, and accord- 
ing to that which they shall have done in the body. The 
scribes and Pharisees were to receive the greater dam- 
nation, Matt. xxiii. 14.—But if annihilation be the pun- 
ishment of the wicked, there is no difference between 
the punishment of the least sinner and the greatest, who 
die impenitent : which is both absurd in itself and abso- 
lutely contradictory to the scriptural account. 

If it should be pleaded in answer to this argument, 
that though all the wicked shall suffer annihilation ; yet 
the punishment of all will not be the same ; as the more 
aggravated sinners will be made the subjects of misery 
for a while, and then be annihilated: it may be replied, 
that this supposes the curse of the law to consist in two 
things, temporary misery and annihilation, But where 
have we any hint in the scripture, that the curse of the 
law, as suffered in the future world, is such a heteroge- 
neous compound as this ?—After all, it seems, that anni- 
hilation is but a small part of that curse; for that alone 
will be inflicted on the least sinner only, and on account 
of the least sin; and all that punishment which shall be 

-inflicted on any person, above that which is due to the 
least sin; is to consist in torment. Why then might not 
the constitution have been, that the small additional 
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part of the curse, which is to consist in annihilation, 
should likewise be inflicted in torment? This was very 
feasible. He who suffers the punishment of ninety-nine 
sins in torment, might by a small addition, in degree er 
duration to his torment, have suffered the punishment 
of an hundred sins. Add tothe torment of every sinner 
dying impenitent, a degree or duration of misery, equal 
to that which is deserved by one sin, and that the least, 
and there would have been no need that any of them be 
annihilated, but having suffered the whole curse of the 
law, they would on the foot of strict justice be entitled 
to exemption from further punishment. And who hav- 
ing by misery satisfied for all the various and most 
aggravated sins of his life, wou!d not choose to satisfy, 
in the same way, for the least of all his sins, rather than 
to be struck out of existence, and to lose inconceivable 
and endless enjoyment? As therefore this supposed con- 
stitution would be so apparently unnecessary and unwise, 
it cannot be expected to obtain credit, unless it be most 
clearly revealed in scripture, which is not pretended 
concerning it.—Besides, this hypothesis places so small 
~ a part of the punishment of sinners in annihilation, that 
it cannot with any propriety be said, that the curse of 
the law consists in annihilation. 

Should it be further objected, that though all the 
wicked be annihilated, yet their punishment may be of 
different degrees, as the losses they shall respectively 
suffer, will be different according to their various de- 
grees of enjoyment or capacities for enjoyment: it may 
be answered, that the wicked are to be punished accord- 
ing to their several crimes. A man guilty of murder, 
will, if his other crimes be the same, be punished more 
than the thief, who steals the value of five shillings. © 
Yet the enjoyment or the latter and his capacity for en- 
joyment, may be far greater than those of the former. 

j 13 
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By annihilation therefore he would suffer a far greater 
loss.— Not all those who know their master’s will, and 
yet commit things worthy of stripes, possess greater en- 
joyments or capacities for enjoyment, than those who 
know not their master’s will. 

3. The punishment of the fallen-angels does not con- 
sist in annihilaticn: and the damned suffer the same kind 
of punishment with them. ‘That the fallen angels are 
as yet annihilated, [ presume, will be pretended by no 
believer in divine revelation, and that they are not to be 
annihilated, will be evident, if we consider, that in expec- 
tation of that full punishment, to which they are liable, 
they asked our Lord, whether he were come to torment 
them before the time. It was torment t hen, not annihi- 
lation, which they expected. The present state of the 
fallen angels is a state of torment to a certain degree. 
They “ believe and tremble :” ‘ They are reserved in 
chains under darkness, to the judgment of the great day,” 
Jude 6: “ They are cast down to hell,” 2 Peter ii. 4: 
‘The devil that deceived them, was cast into the lake of 
fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false prophet 
are, and [they] shall be tormented day and night, forever 
and ever,” Rev. xx. 10 This text proves, 

(1) That the devil is now, before the general judg- 
ment, in a state of torment, in the lake of fire and brim- 
stone.* Andit appears from the question, which he put 
to our Lord, to which reference was just now had, that 
he anxiously dreads the removal, which he is to suffer, 
from this his present state, to that in which he is to be 
after the general jadgment, and to which he and his 
angels, are reserved in chains. But can we suppose, 
that he would anxiously dread a deliverance by annihi- 


* The scene of which this text displays a part, is HP toaiiiresty, 
an exhibition of what is to take place before the general j naa 
This is evident from the context, : Aiiwest. 
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lation, out of the lake of torment by fire and brimstone ? 
This would imply, that endless annihilation is more to 
be dreaded, than the endless torment which is the subject 
of this controversy. If so, Dr. C. ought to have drop- 
ped all objections to the justice of endless torments, since 
he. allowed that the annihilation of the wicked would 
be just. And if that be just, then also endless continu- 
ance in the lake of fire and brimstone, which is the 
utmost punishment that any man holds concerning the 
wicked, and which is now supposed to be a less punish- 
ment than annihilation, is just—But if it be granted, that 
annihilation is not so great a punishment as endless con- 
tinuance in the lake of fire and brimstone; it is as absurd 
to suppose, that the devils should dread or tremble at the. 
prospect of annihilation, as that a man tormented with the 
gout or stone, should dread or tremble at an assurance, 
that he should ere long be delivered from his tortures, 
and in their stead should suffer the prick of a pin. 

(2) That text directly proves, that the devil is to be 
forever tormented, and not anvihilated. ‘+ And they,” [the 
nominative to be supplied] “shall be tormented forever 
and ever.”—To say that this means, that the devil will 
be first tormented for ages of ages, and then be annihi- 
lated, leads into the absurdities before noticed. 

Bat to this state of torment, in which the fallen angels 
are, and are to be, the wicked shall be sent. ‘+ Depart 
ye cursed into everlasting fire, prepared for the devil 
and his angels.” ‘ The devil that deceived them, was 
cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast 
and the false prophet are.” And as the devil is not to 
be annihilated, but punished with torments, so are the 
wicked. . 

4. Rom. ix. 22, affords an argument pertinent to the 
present subject. ‘The words are, “* What if God willing 
to shew his wrath, and to make his power known, 
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endured with much long-suffering, the vessels of wrath 
fitted to destruction.”? One end it seems of permitting 
sinners to proceed to such lengths in sin, is to make 
known the divine power in their destruction. But anni- 
hilation is no exertion of power, it is a mere suspension 
of power.—The words imply further, that the longer 
God endures with the wicked, the greater will be the 
manifestation of both his wrath and power in their de- 
struction. But as annihilation is the same to every per- 
son annihilated, it exhibits no greater manifestation of 
power towards one than towards another. And if it 
were a manifestation of power, there would be no greater 
manifestation of power in the annihilation of one, than of 
another. It is presumed, that no unbiassed judge will 
say, that the meaning is, that God endures, with much 
long-suffering the vessels of wrath, to display his wrath 
and power tn their annihilation ; as the very same display 
of both would be made, without any long-suffering. 

The only consideration urged from scripture in sup- 
port of the sentiment, which [ am opposing, is the appli- 
cation of the words, death, destruction, perish, corruption, 
&ec. to the punishment of the. wicked—This however 
came with a very ill grace from Dr. C. who understood, 
and was necessitated by his scheme of universal salva- 
tton, to understand, those words to mean misery, as | 
have already shown.—With regard to others, who make 
not this concession, let them, if they believe in revela- 
tion, (and with such only I dispute) reconcile the scrip- 
tures with themselves, and understand such like passages 
as those | have quoted above, representing the punish- 
ment of the damned, to consist in misery, in any consis- 
tence with the threatening of death, destruction, &¢. 
otherwise than by allowing that those words do mean 
positive misery. But to allow this, is to give up the 
echeme of annihilation; or at least this argument for it 
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' Besides, the scriptures themselves explain their own 
meaning in the use of the words death, destruction, &c. 
The second death is expressiy said to consist in being 
cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, and in having a 
part in that lake; which is not a description of annibila- 
tion, nor can be reconciled with it. Rev. xx. 14, chap. 
xxi. 8.—Mat. xxiv. 51, ‘¢ And shall cut him asunder, 
and appoint him his portion with hypocrites, there shall 
be wailing and gnashing of teeth.” ‘I'o divide a man 
into two parts, as determinately expresses annihilation, 
as the words death, perdition, &c. This however the 
scripture supposes to be consistent with a state of misery, 
expressed by wailing and gnashing of teeth. Gen. v. 

; * Enoch walked with God, and was not, for God took 
him.” In this instance, though the scripture says, Enoch 
was not, which more directly expresses annihilation, than 
death, destruction, &c. yet it explains itself to mean not 
annihilation; indeed no man pretends that the righteous 
are annihilated —When the scriptures say, that men are 
dead in trespasses and sins, no man understands the ex- 
pression to mean annihilation. ‘The same may be said 
of the apostle’s words in 1 Tim. y. 6, * She that liveth 
in pleasure is dead while she liveth.” 

Therefore, since the scriptures do often use the word 
ideath, &e: to signify something entirely different froma 
cessation of life or of existence; and since we cannot 
make the scriptures consistent with themselves, unless 
we understand the same words in the same latitude, 
when applied to the punishment of the wicked, we are 
necessitated to understand them in that latitude. 3 

_ i, As | observed, there is another sense in which an- 
nihilation may be holden, and was holden by Dr. C. 
which is this; that though annihilation will not actually 
-be inflicted on any man, yet it is the curse which was 


originally in the divine law denounced against sin; but 
13* 
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that Christ hath absolutely redeemed all men from that 
curse, so that no man is now liable to it. “ By Christ— 
they were absolutely and unconditionally put into salyable 
eircuinstances—Upon this foundation and this only, they 
are become capable of a future immortality.”* ‘ God 
might upon the first offence he” [Adam] “ committed, 
have immediately turned him out of existence, as he threat- 
ened he would ; the effect whereof would have been the 
total loss of all his principles bodily and mental, and of 
all his obligations.”{ ‘* The same grace through Christ, 
which continued Adam in being after the lapse,” &c.t 
“It will further enhance our idea of the greatness of 
God’s grace”’ [through Christ] “in restoring that possi- 
bility of existence which had been forfeited by Adam’s 
lapse,” &c.§ “ Death—would have put a period to all 
possibility of perception or exertion in any shape for- 
ever, had it not been for the interposition of grace 
through Christ.”|| ‘The term death when used with 
reference to the posterity of Adam, considered simply as 
such, cannot contain more in its meaning, than is includ- 
ed in it when used with reference to Adam himself.” 
On this hypothesis, the punishment actually suffered 
by the damned is no part of the curse of the divine law, 
but merely a necessary and wholesome discipline design- 
ed for the good of the patients.. But this scheme of an- 
nihilation can, no more than the former, be reconciled 
with the scripture, which says the wicked shall receive 
according to their works, shall pay the uttermost far- 
thing, shall have judgment without mercy, wrath without 
mixture, &c. Nor indeed can it be reconciled with Dr. 
C’s book, which says, The, wicked will be punished 
according to their deserts, according to their sins, accord- 
jng to the nature and number of their panini sah 
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deeds; and so that the law will have its course, and the 
threatened penalty will be executed on some of them 
at least. ‘These expressions certainly declare, that they 
will suffer the full curse of the divine law. Otherwise 
the curse of the law is a greater punishment than that 
which is according to the deserts of the wicked, and 
greater too than the full penalty threatened in the law; 
which is absurd and contradictory. 

Here I might repeat the various arguments urged in 
the third chapter, to prove that the punishment of the 
‘damned is not a mere salutary discipline. But to avoid 
repetition, | beg leave to refer the reader to the consid- 
erations there suggested; and to proceed to other con- 
siderations, which may further show, that the future 
punishment of the wicked is not disciplinary, and that 
Christ hath not so redeemed all men from annihilation, 
that no man is now liable to it, if indeed that be the 

eurse of the law. 

1. If annihilation be the curse of the divine law, and 
the torments of hell be a mere salutary discipline; then 
there is no forgiveness in exempting a sinner from those 
torments. To forgive a sinner is to exempt or release 
him from the curse of the law; not to excuse him from 
a salutary mean of grace. .1f a physician excuse his 
patient from an emeti¢ or from the cold bath, no man 
will pretend, that he exercises forgiving grace. 

2. I wish the reader to attend to Gal. iii. 10; *¢ Foras 
many as are of the works of the law, are under the 
curse: for it is written, Cursed is every one that cons 
tinueth not in all things written in the book of the law . 
to do them.” This proves that all men are not abso- 
Jutely delivered from the curse of the law, whether that 
curse consist in annihilation, or misery temporary or end- 

less: because some men are evidently supposed in this 
text, to be exposed to that curse. ‘As many as are of 
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the works of the law,” as doubtless many of the Jews of 
that day were, are expressly said to be “ under the 
curse.” ‘They therefore were not absolutely and uncon- 
ditionally delivered from that curse. But if the curse of 
the law be annihilation, and all men be unconditionally 
delivered by Christ from that curse, how can any man 
be under it? 

If it should be said, that this text is nothing to the 
purpose, becanse the curse here mentioned is the curse, 
not of the moral, but of the ceremonial law ; it may be 
answered, If this text, with the context say nothing of re- 
demption from the curse of the moral law, how is it 
known, that Christ, according to the hypothesis now un- 
der consideration, hath delivered all men unconditionally 
from annihilation, which is supposed to be the curse of 
the moral law? It is the 13th verse, which assures us, 
that “ Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the 
law.” If this mean the ceremonial law, it seems, we 
have no assurance that Christ hath redeemed us from 
the curse of the moral law, be that annihilation or what 
it may; bat all that Christ hath done or suffered not- 
withstanding, we are as liable to that a as we were 
before Christ undertook for us. : 

Besides, the curse of the law here mentioned, is the 
very curse mentioned in Deut. xxvii. 26, from which it 
is quoted. But that was not.the curse of the ceremo- 
nial law, but of the moral, as every precept enumerated 
in that context, and to which this curse is annexed, is 

purely moral.—Or if this curse be that to which any 
man is liable, who transgresses any precept, written in 
the book of the law; it will certainly include the curse 
-of the moral law. For whether the book mentioned, be 
the book of Deuteronomy, or the whole Pentateuch, it 
contained the whole moral law. Therefore the curse 
here mentioned includes the curse of ‘the moral law. 
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And indeed with respect to us under the gospel, the text 
must mean the moral law only, because, as the ceremo- 
nial law is now repealed, it is no longer in existence, 
and therefore is no longer contained in the book of the 
law.—Further, if the redemption of Christ was a re- 
demption from the curse of the ceremonial law only; 
then it had no respect at all to us Gentiles, who never 
were under the ceremonial law; nor are we in any re- 
spect redeemed by Christ. 

It is also to be observed, that this curse is epee by 
the apostle, throughout the context, to the blessing of 
Abraham, as is manifest by inspection. But the blessing 
of Abraham did not consist in freedom from the cere- 
monial law. If it consisted in that, the Gentiles origi- 
nally possessed the blessing of Abraham, since they were 
as perfectly free from the ceremonial law, as Abraham 
himself. Whereas the coming of the blessing of Abra- 
ham ona the Gentiles is spoken of as a new and adven- 
titious blessing, not as one originally possessed by them ; 
see y.8 and 14. The blessing of Abraham is not only 
not said to consist in bare freedom from the ceremonial 
_ Jaw, but it is positively said to consist in justification by 
faith; v.6—10; v. 14 and 29. 

This passage throws light on the present question in 
another point of view.. As the curse of the law is set in 
direct opposition to the blessing of Abraham, all who are 
not entitled to the blessing of. Abraham, are of course. 
under the curse, and are not unconditionally rescued 
from it by Jesus Christ—If it should be said, that the 
blessing of Abraham is common to all mankind, all be- 
ing justified and exempted from the curse of the law, as 
he was; let it be observed, that Abraham obtained this 
blessing in consequence of faith only : and will it be pre- 
tended, that all men are now the subjects of the faith of 
Abraham? The apostle constantly speaks of this bless- 
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ing as suspended on the condition of faith; v. 7, “ They 
which are of faith, the same are the children of Abra- 
ham ;” v. 8, ‘ The scripture, foreseeing that God 
would justify the heathen through faith ;” vy. 9, “ They 
which be of faith, are blessed with faithful Abraham ;” 
v. 14, “ That the blessing of Abraham might come on 
the Gentiles through Jesus Christ; that we might re- 
ceive the promise of the spirit through faith;” y. 29, 
“‘ If ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and 
heirs according to the promise.” Now if faith in Christ 
be necessary to the inheritance of the blessing of Abra- 
ham, and all who are not entitled to that blessing, be 
liable to the curse'of the law; then it cannot be true, 
that all mankind are unconditionally freed by Chirst from 
the curse of the law, whether thot; curse be annihilation 
or any thing else. 

3. On the hypothesis now under consideration, what 
are pardon and justification? They are every where in 
scripture represented to be conditional, suspended on 
the conditions of repentance and faith ; and the same is 
abundantly holden by Dr. C. however inconsistently 
with his other tenet concerning the unconditional ex- 
emption of all men from the curse of the law. ‘The 
language of scripture is, He that believeth shall be 
saved; but he that believeth not, shall be damned. He 
_ that believeth not is condemned already—the wrath of 
God abideth on him, &c. &c. How can those be econ- 
demned, and how can the wrath of God abide on those, 
who are unconditionally delivered from the curse of the 
law? Pardon is generally supposed to consist in an ac- 
quittance from the curse of the law: but if all men, 
penitent and impenitent, believing and unbelieving, be 
acquitted and delivered from that curse, where is the 
propriety or truth of limiting pardon to the penitent and 
believing, and of declaring, that all the rest of men are 
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condemned? To what are they condemned? Not to sut- 
fer the curse of the law: From this they are by suppo- 
sition unconditionally delivered. By what are they con- 
demned? Not by the law: this would imply, that they 
are under the curse of it. 

If to this it be said, that the impenitent are condemn 
ed to suffer the curse of the law, in this sense only, that 
the law declares the punishment to which, according to 
strict justice, they are liable; but not that punishment 
to which they are now liable, since the redemption of 
Christ :—To this it may be answered, In this sense the 
penitent and believing are equally condemned, as the 
impenitent and unbelieving ; nay, the whole body of the 
saints in heaven. Nor would there be any truth in say- 
ing, in this sense, ‘‘ He that believeth on Christ, is not 
condemned.” 

4. That single text, Gal. v. 2, seems to confute the 
hypothesis now in question. The words are, “ If ye be 
circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing.” Whereas 
according to the hypothesis now in question, whether 
the Galatians were circumcised or not; whether they 
depended on their circumcision and other conformity to 
ceremonial institutions or not: still Christ did profit 
them; still by him was unconditionally secured to them 
‘the infinite profit of escape from the curse of the law, 
and of an endless life of happiness and glory in 
heaven.— . 

This argument is equally conclusive, whether it be 
supposed that Christ has unconditionally rescued all men 
from annihilation or any other punishment. If salvation 
be secured to all men by Christ, then he does profit 
them, however they be-circumcised or depend on their 

- circumcision. 
Beside the two lights in which the doctrine of anni- 
hilation hath been stated above, there is another in 


152 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


which some seem to hold that doctrine ; it is this, That if 
after God shall have used all proper means for the repen- 
tance and salvation of the wicked, they shall stili.remain 
impenitent, he will annihilate them from despair of ever 
bringing them to good.—Concerning this sentiment it 
may be inquired, what then is the curse of the law ? Is 
it annihilation? If so, then I refer to the argumenis 
already urged in this chapter against that idea; viz. 
That on that supposition endless punishment. is just: 
That the scripture abundantly represents the punish- 
ment of the damned to consist in misery: That the pun- 
ishment of all who suffer the curse of the law will be 
equal: That the curse of the law is the same punishment 
which the devils suffer, which is not annihilation: That 
the punishment which the finally impenitent shall suffer, 
will be such, that in it God will display both his wrath 
and power, ‘and greater degrees of wrath and power in 
the case of those, with respect to whom he exercises 
the greatest long-suffering: which cannot be true, if 
the curse of the law be annihilation, as that is not an 
exertion of power at all, or a display of greater wrath 
and power in the case of one sinner than of another. If 
it be said, that the curse of the law is that discipline 
which the wicked shall suffer, before they be annihilat- 
ed, I refer to what has been said, chap. ii. and iii—If it 
be granted that the curse of the law is endless misery ; 
either it must be allowed, that endless misery will be 
suffered by some men; or that though endless misery 
be the curse of the law, Christ hath redeemed and will 
save all men from it, by admitting some to endless hap- 
piness, and by inflicting on others endlese annihilation. 
With respect to this last Sentiment, | beg leave to refer 
_to the considerations already hinted in this chapter: and 
that the curse of the law, or all that punishment which 
the wicked justly deserve, whether it consist in endless 
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misery or any thing else, will actually be inflicted, hath 
been attempted to be proved in chap. iii. 

On the whole ; it is left with the candid and judicious 
to determine, whether annihilation be the curse of the 
Jaw: and whether that, as the curse of the law, can be 
reconciled with the scriptures, on either of the fore- 
mentioned hypotheses.—1. That all who die in impen- 
itence, will be annihilated, as the proper and adequate 
punishment of their sins in this life—2. That annihila- 
. tion was originally the curse of the law; but that Christ 
hath rescued all from it—Ifit shall be found that anni- 
hilation in any view of it, is not the curse of the law; it 
will remain, that that curse consists either in that pun- 
ishment which sinners actually suffer in hell; or in some 
temporary misery greater than that which they actually 
suffer in hell; or in endless misery. In which of these 
it does consist, shall be farther inquired in the next 
chapter. 


CHAPTER VI. 
THE JUSTICE OF ENDLESS PUNISHMENT CONSISTING IN MISERY. 


Accorpine to what was proposed in the close of the last 
chapter, I am to inquire in the first place, Whether the 
curse of the law, or the punishment which in the divine 
law is threatened against transgressors, consist in that 
punishment which the wicked will actually suffer in 
hell—T hat this cannot be the curse of the law, on 
the supposition that all men are to be saved, appears at 
first blush from this consideration, that some men will 
actually suffer that punishment: and if that punishment 
be the curse of the law, some men will be damned and 
14 
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not saved. For salvation consists in deliverance from 
the curse of the law. “Christ hath redeemed us from 
the curse of the law :” and all who are saved, are saved 
by the redemption of Christ, which is a redemption from 
the curse of the law. But since all men are not saved 
from that punishment which a great part actually suffer 
in hell; it is absurd to say, that that punishment is the 
curse of the law from which Christ hath redeemed and 
will save all men. 

I mean not now to enter into any dispute concerning 
the nature of Christ’s redemption. It is sufficient for my 
present purpose to take for granted no more, than is 
granted by all christians, that all who are saved, are 
saved some how by and through Christ. This is abun- 
dantly asserted in the various works of Dr. C. But 
neither has he pretended nor will any other advocate 
for universal salvation pretend, that the punishment 
which is actually to be suffered by a great part of man- 
kind in hell, is the curse of the Jaw from which Christ is 
to save all men: because by the very terms a great part 
of mankind are actually to suffer it. 

Beside ; if that be the curse of the law; it is all the 
punishment to which the sinner is justly liable. He 
having suffered that, cannot consistently with justice be 
made to suffer any further punishment; and if after that 
he be exempted from further punishment, he is exempt- 
ed from it, not in the way of grace, forgiveness or par- 
don; but entirely on the footing of justice and of his 
own cckeiens right. Itis to be noticed however, that 
the gospel is ignorant of any salvation of sinners, ex- 
cept in the way of grace and forgiveness. 

If the punishment actually to be suffered in hell be 
_ the curse of the law, then the damned in their deliver- 
ance out of hell, and exemption from further punishment, 
experience no salvation at all, They are delivered from 
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nothing to which they are or ever were exposed. We 
might as well say, that the most innocent citizen in the 
state is saved from the gallows, when he hath neither 
committed any crime, nor is accused of any.— The very 
idea of salvation is deliverance from the curse of the 
law. But if the pains of hell for ages of ages be the 
curse of the law, they who suffer those pains, are not 
saved; they are damned_to the highest possible degree 
consistent with law and justice; which is all the damna- 
tion for which any man.can argue. 

- On the whole, I conclude, that the idea, that the curse 
of the law consists in the punishment, which the damned 
are actually to suffer in hell, is totally irreconcileable 
with the salvation of all men. 

In the next place we are to inquire, whether the curse 
of the law consist in some temporary punishment, which 
is of greater duration than that which is supposed to be- 
long to the punishment which the damned shall actually 
suffer. If the curse of the law be a temporary punish- 
ment of greater duration than that which is actually to 
be suffered by the damned; that more lasting temporary 

- punishment is doubtless threatened in the law. Doubtless 
the curse of the law is the curse threatened in the law: 
the very terms imply this. Now, where in ail the law, 
or in all the scripture, is threatened any punishment of 
greater duration, than that which in the sacred dialect 
is said to be everlasting, forever, forever and ever, &c. ? 
But all these expressions are on all hands allowed to be 
applied in scripture to the punishment which the dam- 
ned shall actually suffer. Unless.therefore some longer 
punishment can be found threatened in scripture, than 
that which is said to be forever and ever, &c. it cannot be 
pretended, that the curse of the law is a temporary pun- 
ishment of greater duration, than that which is actually 
to be suffered by the damned. But no punishment of - 


156 SALVATION OF. ALL MEN 


greater duration, whether temporary or endless, than 
that which the damned are constantly declared to suffer, 
can be pointed out from any part of scripture. There- 
fore the curse of the law is not a temporary punishment 
of greater duration, than that which is to be suffered by 
the damned. 

Now, if this train of reasoning be just, if the curse of 
the divine law be neither annihilation, nor (on the sup- 
position of the salvation of all men) that misery which 
the damned are actually to suffer; nor a temporary 
misery of greater duration; the consequence is inevita- 
ble, that it is endless misery. No other hypothesis seems 
to be conceivable. The law certainly threatens some 
punishment. This punishment must consist either in 
annihilation, or in something else. If it consist in some- 
thing else, that something must be either temporary or 
endless misery. If it he temporary misery, it must be 
either a misery of shorter duration than that which is te 
be suffered by the damned; or that very misery which 
is to. be suffered by the damned; or a temporary misery 
of longer duration. That the curse of the law is a 
misery of shorter duration than that which is to be suf- 
fered by the’ damned, no man will pretend; as this would 
imply that the damned will suffer a greater punishment 
than was ever threatened, and than is just. And that 
the curse of the law is neither the very misery to be 
suffered by the damned, nor a temporary misery of 
longer duration, I have endeavoured to prove, and sub- 
mit the proof to the candid and judicious. If the proof 
shall be found to be good, we are driven to the conclu- 
sion, that the curse of the divine law is endless misery. 

If then it be an established point, that endless misery 
_ is the curse of the divine law; the inference is imme- 
diate and necessary, that the endless misery of the sinner 
is a just punishment of his sin. It is impossible that a 
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God of inviolable and infinite justice should threaten in 
his law an unjust punishment. A law containing such a 
threatening, is an unjust law; and an unjust law can 
never be enacted by a legislator of perfect justice.—It 
is in vain to say, that God will never execute the law. 
To make an unjust law, is as really irreconcileable with 
justice, as to execute it. What should we think of a 
human prince who should enact a law, that whoever 
should walk across his neighbour’s ground without his 
consent, should die on the gallows. I presume no man 
would pretend, that the forbearance of the prince to ex- 
ecute the law, would save his character from abhorrence 
and contempt. 

Again; If all men shall be saved, they will be saved 
from something, from some punishment. That punish- 
ment must be either temporary or endless.. If it. be 
temporary, it must be either that punishment, which is 
to be endured by the damned, or a longer temporary 
punishment. But for reasons already given, it can be 
_neither of these. Therefore it must be an endless pun- 
ishment. But if all men be saved from an endless pun- 
ishment, they were exposed to an endless punishment, 
and exposed to it by a divine constitution, and therefore 
an endless punishment is just; otherwise it could not 
have been appointed by God. 

If all men shall be saved, they are redeemed by 
Christ, and they are redeemed by him from some pun- 
ishment. That punishment is either temporary or end- 
less, If it be temporary, it is either the punishment 
which the damned shall actually suffer, or a longer tem- 
porary punishment. But for reasons already given it is 
neither of these. Therefore, it is an endless punishment. 
Therefore they were exposed to an endless punishment, 
and that punishment is just. Surely no Christian will 
pretend, that our Lord Jesus Christ came to redecm and 

14* 
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save us from a punishment to which we never were ex- 
posed, and which the very justice of God would never 
permit him to inflict. 

If endless punishment be unjust, it seems that Christ 
came to save mankind from an unjust punishment; a 
punishment, to which they were not justly liable, and 
which could not be inflicted on them consistently with 
justice. But what an idea does this give us of God? It 
implies, that he had made an unjust law, denouncing an 
unjust penalty; that having made this law, he was de- 
termined to execute it, till Christ came and prevented 
him. 

If all men shall be saved, and shall be saved in the 
way of grace, favour, pardon or forgiveness ; then it 
would be just, that they should not be saved. If their 
deliverance imply grace and forgiveness, then it would 
be just, that they should not be delivered, and that they 
should suffer that punishment from which they are de- 
livered. But for reasons already given, if all men shall 
be saved, they shall be saved from an endless punish- 
ment. And to be saved from an endless punishment not 
on the footing of justice, but by mere grace and forgive- 
ness, implies, that the infliction of endless punishment 
would be just. Surely to liberate a person from an un- 
just punishment, is no act of forgiveness. 

All the ascriptions of praise, and all hymns of thanks- 
giving sung by the saved on account of their salvation, 
prove, that it would have been just, that they should not 
be saved. If God in delivering all men from® endless 
punishment, be worthy of praise and thanksgiving, it 
would have been just, if he had not delivered them from 
it. A mere act of justice, which the object of it may 
-demand-on the footing of his personal right, does. not 
infer, an obligation to any great praise or thanksgiving. 
No man conceives himself bound very much to praise 
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another for giving him his due, or for not injuring him, 
or for not punishing him, when he deserves no punish- 
ment. But the only punishment, from which God de- 
livers all men, on the supposition, that all are to be 
saved, is an endless punishment, as was shewn before. 
Therefore, unless endless punishment be just, there is 
no foundation for praise and thanksgiving for the salva- 
tion of all men. 

If endless punishment be unjust, then God was bound 
in justice to save all men from it, and could no more fail 
of granting this salvation, than he could deny himself: 
and he was bound in justice to do whatever was neces- 
sary to that salvation, and if that salvation could not be 
dispensed, but in consequence of the incarnation and 
death of Christ; then unless God had given his son to 
become incarnate and to die, he would have committed 
injustice. So that on this plan, the very gift of Christ, 
of the gospel, and of all the means of grace, are mere 
acts of justice, and not of grace or favour; and the re- 
velation of the gospel or of the salvation of all men is 
no gracious communication, but a communication made 
- entirely on the foundation of justice. For surely it is 

but an act of justice to tell mankind, if there be any need 
of telling them, that God will not injure them, and so 
preserve them from the tormenting fear of injury from 
the hand of God. To have kept them without the neces- 
sary means of knowing this, would have savoured of 
cruelty.—Yet according to the scriptures the foremen- 
tioned divine acts and communications are no acts of 
" justice, but of free and infinite grace. 
If endless punishment be unjust, it is hard to imagine 
of what advantage the - mediation and redemption of 
Christ is to all mankind. Dr. C. speaking of his own 
scheme of universal salvation, says, ‘ Nor is there any 
scheme that so illustriously sets forth the powerful effi- 
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cacy and extensive advantage of the mediation of Jesus 
Christ. If mankind universally are the objects of his 
concern, if he died for them all, if he ascended up to 
heaven for them all, if he is there acting on their behalf, 
and managing all things in the kingdom of grace, with a 
view to their salvation, and will not give up his ministry in 
this kingdom, till he has actually accomplished this great 
design, and instated the whole human kind in eternal 
glory, what more noble idea can we form of his under- 
taking for us?” &c.* What is “ the powerful efficacy 
and extensive advantage of the mediation of Christ,” 
with regard to those, who suffer for ages of ages, as Dr. 
C. allows some men do? Is * the powerful efficacy 
and extensive advantage of Christ’s mediation” * illus- 
triously set forth’? in delivering them from an unjust 
punishment? is the idea, that Christ came to save them 
from a punishment, which they do not deserve, ‘‘ the 
most noble idea we can form of his undertaking ?” 
Those who are saved by Christ, without suffering the 
torments of hell, do indeed derive some advantage 
from the mediation of Christ. But this is no greater ad- 
vantage than is derived from Christ, according to the 
scheme of those, who believe in endless punishment. 
They hold, that all who are preserved from hell, are 
preserved from it by Christ. But what advantage do 
those men derive from Christ’s mediation, who pass 
through the torments of hell, and are not saved, till 
they have been punished for ages of ages? To Bay. that 
they are rescued by Christ from endless misery, is either 
to give up the present question, and to allow that end- 
less misery is just: or it is to give up the moral recti- 
tude of the divine character, and to hold, that God has 
threatened, and was about to inflict, an unjust punish- 
ment.—To say, that the advantage, which they derive 
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from Christ, is that they are rescued from a temporary 
punishment, which is longer than forever and ever, is to 
say, that for which there is no foundation, as no such 
punishment is threatened or mentioned in scripture. So 
that in any case, if endless punishment be unjust, it is 
impossible to imagine, of what advantage the mediation 
and redémption of Christ is to all mankind. 

The hope of the gospel implies that endless punish- 
ment is just. On the plan of universal salvation, all 
men are encouraged to hope that they shall be delivered 
from some punishment. Dr. C. applies Rom. viii. 20, to 
all men, and supposes that they are all subjected to 
vanity in hope of * deliverance from the bondage of cor- 
tuption,” and from “ the final consequences” of it.* 
That is, all men have a ground to hope, that they shall 
be at last delivered from sin and its punishment. This 
punishment as we have seen, can be no other than an 
endless punishment. But that God encourages us to 
hope, that we may escape endless punishment, as clear- 
ly implies that endless punishment is just, as his en- 
couraging us to hope, that he will never leave us nor 
_ forsake us in this life, implies that it would be just, if 
he should leave us. If endless punishment be not just, 
then God encourages us to hope, that he will not injure 
us, will not rob us of our rights or tyrannize over us! 
The very idea of hope in this case, implies some dan- 
ger that God will injure us; however that there is a 
possibility, and therefore a foundation to hope, that he 
will not injure us. : 

If endless punishment be’ unjust, we are as sure, that 
if will never be. inflicted, as we are of the justice of 
God, or as we are, that the judge of all the earth will 
do right. But are we ever encouraged in scripture 
barely to hope, that the judge of all the earth will do 
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right ?—What if a subject who has always entirely con- 
formed to the laws of his prince and is conscious of his 
own innocence, and also knows that his prince is fully in- 
formed of it, should say, that he hopes his prince will not 
order him to be executed as a felon? This would cer- 
tainly imply great diffidence in the justice of his prince, 
and would be a high reflection on his characters Much 
more is it a reflection on the character of God, to ex- 
press a bare hope, that under his government, no man 
will be punished with an unjust punishment. 

The promises of the gospel appear to be a further 
proof of the justice of endless punishment. They are 
promises of deliverance from some punishment. If there 
be any promises of the salvation of all men, they are 
not promises that all shall wholly escape the punishment 
of hell. Dr. C. and others grant, that some men will 
suffer that punishment. Nor are they. promises of 
escape from a longer temporary punishment, than that 
of hell, as there is no mention in_all the scripture of 
such a punishment. Therefore they are promises of 
deliverance from endless punishment. ‘Therefore end- 
less punishment is just: otherwise the promises that 
God will save from it, would be absurd. The very idea, 
that God promises to save from endless punishment, im- 
plies that he has a right to inflict it. Do we ever find 
God promising in scripture, that he will not injure or 
tyrannize over his creatures? And are the ‘ exceeding 
great and precious promises,” which the apostle Peter 
mentions, merely assurances that we shall not be treated 
by God unjustly? There would be nothing at all pre- 
cious in such promises; because they would give us no 
greater security from such injury, than we should have 
without them. If the bare justice of God do not secure 
us from injury at his hands, neither will his yeracity.— 
What should we think of a prince of good reputation for 
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justice, if he make proclamation, that he would not pun- 
ish any of his subjects ten times as much as they deserve ; 
and should call this an exceeding great and precious 
promise ? Whatever we might before have thought of 
him and of his government, we should doubtless then 
think that his subjects were not perfectly secure in their 
rights. 

Dr. C. allows that it is our duty to pray for the salva- 
tion of allmen. This appears especially in his com- 
ment on 1 Tim. ii. 4, &c.* But this proves the justice 
of endless punishment. If we are to pray for the salva- 
tion of all men, we are to pray that they may be deli- 
vered from the curse of the law; whieh, as we have 
seen already, is an endless punishment. Now, to pray 
that God would save men from endless punishment cer- 
tainly implies an acknowledgment of just exposure to 
such punishment. Otherwise there would be as much 
propriety, that the angels around the throne of God, 
should pray, that they, perfectly guiltless as they are, 
may not be punished with the torments of hell. What 
if an entirely innocent and most dutiful subject of some 

earthly prince, and one who is by all acknowledged to 
be such, should prefer a petition to his prince, that 


he would not order the petitioner to the stake or the 
gallows? | 


Hirnerto the justice of endless punishment has been 
considered on the ground of what I suppose to be the 
truth, that it is deserved by every sinner, on account of 
the sins which he hath committed in this life only.— 
‘There is another ground, on which it may be supported, 
and which is equally inconsistent with that capital argu- 
ment in favour of the salvation of all men, that endless 
punishment is not reconcileable with justice —Though 
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it were not just, to inflict an endless punishment for the 
sins committed in this life only, which I by no means 
allow; yet there would be no injustice in suffering the 
sinner to go on in sin, and to punish him continually and 
without end as he sins. 

That it was no injustice in God, to leave man at first 
to fall into sin, will doubtless be granted by all, because 
it is an evident fact. Now if God may without injury 
permit a creature to fall into sin to-day, and punish him 
for it, why may he not do the same to-morrow, and so on 
through every day or period of his existence. And if it 
be just to leave a sinner to endless sin, it is doubtless 
just to inflict on him endless punishment for that endless 
sin. Therefore the endless sin and punishment of a 
creature is no more inconsistent with divine justice, than 
the existence of sin and punishment in any instance, and 
for ever so short a duration. » If it be not consistent with 
justice, that a sinner be left by God to endless impeni- 
tence; then the leading of a sinner to repentance is an 
act of mere justice, the payment of a debt, and not an 
act of grace, which is utterly irreconcileable with the 
scriptures.—If it be not consistent with justice to leave 
a sinner to final impenitence, then God is bound in jus- 
tice, some time or other to lead every sinner to repen- 
tance. But when is this time? How long may God, 
without injury, permit the sinner to continue impeni- 
tent? If he may for one day, why not for two? for 
four? for eight, &c. to eternity ’—Though the damned 
should, by their sufferings, fully satisfy for all their past 
sins; yet God would be no more obliged in justice, to lead 
_ them to repentance, or to preserve them from sin in 
future, than he was obliged to preserve them from sin 
atthe time they first fell into it: and consequently he 
would not be obliged in justice to release them from pun- 
ishment. I take it to be abundantly conceded by Dr. C. 
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that the damned may justly be punished till they repent. 
Therefore if they never repent they may justly be pun- 
ished without end. 

Now, that our advocate for universal salvation, may 
establish his favourite proposition, that endless punish- 
ment is not reconcileable with divine justice; he must 
show, that it is not consistent with divine justice, to leave 
a sinner to proceed without end in his own chosen course 
of sin, and to punish him daily for his daily sins. Till 
he shall have done this, it will be in vain for him to 
plead, that those who die in impenitence, will all finally 
be saved, because endless punishment is not reconcileable 
with the justice of God. 

If after all, any man will insist, that endless punish- 
ment is not reconcileable with divine justice? he ought 
fairly to answer the preceding reasoning, and to show 
that the curse of the divine law from which Christ hath 
redeemed us, is either annihilation, or that misery which 
the damned are actually to suffer; or a longer tempo- 
rary misery. He ought to show further, that Christ 
eame to deliver all men from some other punishment, 

~ than that which is endless; or that it is reconcileable with 
the character of God to refuse to release man from an 
unjust punishment, without the mediation of his son: 
that deliverance from unjust punishment is an act of free 
grace, pardon, or forgiveness: that deliverance from 
an unjust punishment is a proper ground of extatic and 
everlasting praise and thanksgiving to God. That the 
very mission of Christ, the institution of the gospel and 
of any means necessary to the deliverance of sinners 
from endless punishment, can be considered as gracious 
gifts and institutions, on any other supposition than that 
endless punishment is just. He ought also to show, of 
what advantage the mediation of Christ is to those who 
suffer in hell for ages of ages; and how the hope and 
15 


166 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


the promises of the gospel, and how praying for the sal- 
vation of all men, can be reconciled with the idea, that 
endless punishment is unjust, and finally, that it is unjust, 
that God should leave a sinner, to perpetual sin, and to 
punish him perpetually for that sin. 

It seems to be but an act of justice to Dr. C. to repeat 
here, what I noticed before, that he himself, whether 
consistently or not, does acknowledge the justice of end- 
less punishment: as in these words: “If the next state 
is a state of punishment, not intended for the cure of the 
patients themselves, but to satisfy the justice of God, and 
give warning to others, ’tis impossible all men should be . 
finally saved.”* This is a plain declaration, that a state, 
in which all salvation, and all possibility of salvation, are 
‘excluded, no more than satisfies justice, or is no more 
than just.—T he same is confessed in those many passages 
of this and the other works of Dr..C. wherein he has 
positively asserted, that man cannot be “ justified on the 
foot of mere law,” of “ rigid law,” &c.f He would not 
deny, that the law of God is just, perfectly just. If 
therefore we cannot be justified on the foot of the divine 
law, we must on that foot be finally condemned, and con- 
sequently must be finally condemned on the foot of jus- 
tice. Therefore the final or endless condemnation of 
the wicked is entirely just. The just law of God him- 
self condemns them: and if that law, “mere law,” 
rigid law,”’ be executed, they must be condemned to 
an endless punishment, and cannot possibly be justified 
ot saved. So long therefore as the divine law is just, so 
long, according to the concession of Dr, C. the endless 
condemnation and misery of the wicked are just.— There 
seems to be no way to avoid this consequence, but by 

- holding that the curse of the law, and the punishment 
which * satisfies justice,” are annihilation, with respect 
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to which sentiment, ! must refer the reader back to 
Chap. vy. But how inconsistent it is, to hold, that end- 
jess punishment, whether consisting in annihilation, or 
misery, is no more than satisfactory to justice ; and at the 
same time to hold, that the wicked in temporary pains 
in hell, suffer according to their deserts, and endure the 
whole penalty of the law, cannot escape the notice of 
any attentive reader.—Or will it be said, that the Doc- 
tor held a commutation of punishment? that endless anni- 
hilation is commuted for temporary misery? If so, then 
temporary misery is the curse of the divine law now in- 
flicted in commutation for endless annihilation; and our 
author was entirely mistaken in a doctrine abundantly 
taught in all his writings, that, “ by law,” “ mere law,” 
“rigid law,’ no man can be justified or saved. 

Asa corollary from the whole of the preceding rea- 
soning concerning the justice of endless punishment, may 
I not safely assert, what was most grievous to Dr. C. 
and is so to all other advocates for universal salvation ; 
that sin is an inFiniTe EviL? If every sinner do, on ac- 
count of sin, deserve an endless punishment, sin is an 
- infinite evil: that is all that is meant by the infinite evil 
of sin.— Therefore if any man deny the infinite evil of 
sin, let him prove, that it does not deserve an endless 
punishment, and let him answer the preceding reason- 
ing to evince the justice of endless punishment.* 

Perhaps some may object, that supposing sin do de- 
serve an endless punishment, when it is not repented of; 
yet how can it deserve so great a punishment, when it 


*In this chapter it was often more convenient for me, on 
several accounts, to use the expression endless punishment, than 
that of endless misery. Still the reader will perceive, that the 
latter is my meaning. The reasons had been given in the preced- 
ing chapter, why the endless punishment of the damned cannot 
be annihilation. 
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is renounced in real repentance.—But if repentance 
make atonement for sin; if it satisfy the broken law of 
God; if it repair the damage done to society by sin; or 
if it so far atone, that the good of the universe, com- 
prehending the glory of the Deity, though it before re- 
quired, that sin should be punished with endless punish- 
ment, now requires that it be punished with a temporary 
punishment only: then as repentance is a satisfaction 
made by the sinner himself, and makes a part of his per- 
sonal character, sin repented of, does indeed not deserve 
endless punishment, otherwise it does. And if repen- 
tance do make the satisfaction for sin which has been 
described, then the satisfaction or atonement of Christ is 
in vain, since repentance would have answered the pur- 
pose without the death and atonement of Christ. There 
was no need that sinners be redeemed by Christ, or as 
Dr. C. says, that he should be “ the person upon whose 
account,” and that * his obedience and death should be 
the ground or reason upon which happiness should be 
attainable by any of the race of Adam.” They might 
have redeemed themselves, and by repentance have 
made a full satisfaction or atonement for their own sins, 
and thus might have been saved on their own account, 
and on the ground or reason of their repentance-—But if on 
the other hand it be granted, that repentance does not 
make atonement or satisfaction for sin, and it be just to 
punish a sinner without end, provided he do not repent ; 
it is just to inflict the same punishment, though he do 
repent. t : 
This chapter shall be closed with a remark on a pas- 
sage before quoted from Dr. C.* in which he says, that 
the difference in the degree of. the pain of the damned 
will scarce be thought worthy to be brought into the 
account, when the circumstance of endless duration, is 
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annexed to it.—If the different degrees of the misery of 
the damned be unworthy of notice, and do not sufficiently 
distinguish them according to their several degrees of 
demerit; then the different degrees in the happiness of 
the saints in heaven do not sufficiently distinguish them, 
according to their characters. Therefore on the same 
principle we ought to deny the endless duration of the 
happiness of heaven, as well as of the misery of hell; 
and to say, that the difference in the degree of happiness 
of the blessed in heaven, will scarce be thought worthy 
to be brought into the account, when the circumstance 
of endless duration is annexed to it; thatif the happiness 
of heaven be of endiess duration, the happiness of all 
the inhabitants of that world will be equal, which is in- 
consistent with the declarations of scripture, that all 
shall be rewarded according to their works; and that 
therefore the doctrine of the endless happiness of heaven 
is not true.—But the falsity of this conclusion is evident 
to all: and equally false is the conclusion from the like 
premises, that the punishment of the damned is not end- 
Jess. 


CHAPTER VIL 


CONTAINING ANOTHER VIEW OF THE QUESTION CONCERNING THE 
JUSTICE OF ENDLESS PUNISHMENT. 


In the preceding chapter, the question concerning the 
justice of endless punishment was considered in the light 
in which it is stated by Dr. C. There is another view 
of the same question, which is not indeed exhibited in 
his book, but is much talked of by some who in general 
embrace his scheme. It is this: Whatever the general 
good akan just: Whatever is not subservient to 
a 
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the general good, is unjust. Now as the endless punish- 
ment of the wicked is, in their opinion, not subservient 
but hurtful to the general good,it is, say they, unjust. 
‘The question thus stated seems to be nothing more than 
a dispute concerning the proper meaning of the word 
justice. lt reduces all justice to the third sense of jus- 
tice as explained above,* and perfectly confounds justice 
with goodness as it respects the general system. There- 
fore the question which comes up to view, according to 
the sense of justice now proposed, is the very same with 
this, Whether the endless punishment of the wicked be 
consistent with the general good of the universe, or with 
divine goodness; which shall be considered at large in 
the next chapter, and needs not be anticipated here. 
However it may be proper to point out the impropriety 
and absurd consequences of this use of the word jus- 
tice. “0 | 

It was doubtless subservient to the general good, that 
our Lord Jesus Christ was crucified by wicked hands, 
and therefore in the sense of justice new under conside- 
ration, his crucifixion was just ; they who perpetrated it, 
performed an act of justice. Yet will any man pretend, 
that our blessed Lord was not injuriously treated by his 
wicked crucifiers? If they committed no injury to our 
Lord, wherein did the wickedness of this action consist ? 
—The truth is, the crucifixion of Christ was no injury 
to the universe, but an inestimable benefit: yet it was 
the highest injury that could be done him personally. 

Every instance of murder is doubtless made by the 
overruling hand of divine providence, subservient to the 
general .good and the divine glory. Bat does a man 
murdered suffer no injury’? ‘The same may be said of all’ 
the assaults, thefts, robberies, murders and other crimes 
that have ever been committed. Though they will in 
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the consummation of all things be overruled to subserve 
the general good, so that the universe will finally suffer 
no injury by them; yet very great personal injury may 
be done by them to those who have been robbed, mur- 
dered, &c. ‘These observations may show the necessity 
of distinguishing between the private rights of indivi- 
duals, and the rights of the universe, and between pri- 
vate, personal injustice, and injustice to the universe. 
If all the crimes in the world, because they will be finally 
rendered by the divine hand subservient to the good of 
the universe, be in every sense entirely just, and the 
omission of them would be unjust; where shall any in- 
justice be found? No injustice is, ever was, or can pos- 
sibly be committed by any being in this, or any other 
world. No injustice can be committed, till some thing 
shall be done, which God shall not finally render sub- 
servient to his own glory and the good of the intellectual 
system. 

According to the principle now under consideration, 
it would not be just, that any man should escape any 
calamity, which he does in fact suffer. It was not just 
that Paul should escape stoning at Lystra, or that John 
should not be banished to the isle of Patmos: and when- 
ever it is subservient to the public good, that any crimi- 
nal, a murderer for instance, should be pardoned, or 
should be suffered to pass with impunity; it is not just 
to punish him; he does not deserve punishment: Cain 
did not deserve death for the murder of his brother, nor 
did Joab, during the life of David, deserve death for the 
two murders of Abner and Amasa, both better men than 
himself. And if he did not deserve death, what did he 
deserve? It appears by the history and by the event, 
that it was not subservient to the general good, that he 
should, during the life of David, be punished at all. 
Therefore on the present supposition, he deserved, dur- 
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ing that period, no punishment at all for those murders. 
If so, then during the same pericd, at least, there was 
no sin, no moral evil in those murders: for sin or moral 
evil always deserves hatred and punishment.—But after- 
wards in the reign of Solomon, the general good requir- 
ed Joab to be punished with death. At that time there- 
fore he deserved death for those murders; and those 
same actions which for several years after they were 
perpetrated, had no moral evil in them, grew, by mere 
length of time, or change of the circumstances of the 
state, to be very great moral evils—See then to what 
consequences the principle now under consideration will 
lead us! It must therefore be renounced as false, or asa 
great perversion of language. 

When I assert the justice of the endless punishment of 
the wicked, I mean thatit is just in the same sense, in 
which it was just, that Cain or Joab should be executed 
as murderers: i. e. it is correspondent to their personal 
conduct and characters. If those with whom Iam now 
disputing, allow that the endless punishment of the 
wicked is just in this sense, they allow all for which I at 
present contend. If they deny, that it is just in this 
sense, they give up their favourite principle, and dis- 
pute against the justice of endless punishment, not mere- 
ly because it would be inconsistent with the general 
good, but for the same reasons as those for which Dr. C. 
disputed against it: and they place the question on the 
same footing, on which it has been so largely considered 
in the preceding chapters. The execution of Cain as a 
murderer would have been correspondent to his personal 
conduct, and therefore would have been just. If the 
endless punishment of the wicked be denied to be just 
‘in this sense, it is denied to be just, not merely because 
it would not be subservient to the good of the universe ; 
but because it would not be a punishment correspondent 
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to their personal conduct; instead of this, it would exceed 
the demerit of that conduct, and therefore would rob 
them of their personal rights. 


— 


CHAPTER VIII. 


JN WHICH IT IS INQUIRED, WHETHER ENDLESS PUNISHMENT BE 
CONSISTENT WITH THE DIVINE GOODNESS. 


‘Tuar this inquiry is very important, every one must be 
sensible, who is in the least acquainted with this con- 
troversy. No topic is so much insisted on by the advo- 
cates for universal salvation ; on no subject do they 
throw out such abundant and fervent declamation ; no 
argument is urged with such an air of triumph. This is 
their strong hold, in which they feel themselves per- 
fectly secure, and from which they imagine such effec- 
tual sallies may be made, as will drive out of the field all 
believers in endless punishment. Therefore this part of 
our subject requires particular and close attention. 

I propose to begin with stating the question,—then to 
proceed to some general observations concerning the 
divine goodness and some concessions made by Dr. C.— 
then to consider Dr. C’s arguments from the divine good- 
ness ;—and in the last place, to mention some considera- 
tions to show, that the endless punishment of some of 
mankind, is not inconsistent with the divine goodness. + 

I. It is a matter of great importance, that the question 
now to be considered be clearly stated. The question 
is, Whether it be consistent with the divine goodness, 
that any of. mankind be doomed to endless punishment 
consisting in misery. This question is not now to. be 
considered with any reference to the atonement of 
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Christ ; or the argument in favour of universal salva- 
tion, drawn from the divine goodness, does not depend 
at all on the atonement. To argue that goodness re- 
quires the salvation of all men now since Christ ‘has 
made a sufficient atonement, implies that without the 
atonement no such argument could be urged. ‘To argue 
from the atonement is not to argue from goodness merely, 
but from faet, from the gospel, from particular texts or 
from the general nature of the gospel. The argument 
is this; Christ hath made atonement for all, therefore all 
will be saved. But that this argument may carry con- 
viction, it must first be made evident that the atonement 
did respect all mankind; also that it is the intention of 
God, to apply the virtue of that sufficient atonement, to 
the actual salvation of all. But these things can be 
proved from the declarations of scripture only. Now 
all Dr. C’s arguments from scripture shall be considered 
in their place; but this is not their place. 

The question, Whether it be consistent with divine 
goodness, that any of mankind be punished without end, 
means, either, Whether it be consistent with the greatest 
possible exertion or display of goodness in the Deity ; 
or, Whether it be consistent with goodness in general, so 
that God is in general a good Being, and not cruel and 
malicious, though he do inflict endless punishment on 
some men.—It is not an article of my faith, that in all 
the works of creation and providence taken together, 
God displays indeed goodness in general, but not the 
greatest possible goodness. This distinction is made, to 
accommodate the discourse, if possible, to the meaning of 
Dr.C. As he denies that God has adopted the best pos- 
sible plan of the universe, it seems, that he must have 
distinguished in his own mind, between the goodness 
actually exerted and displayed by the Deity in the pre- 
sent system, and the greatest possible display of goodness. 
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If the former of these be intended by Dr. C. and 
others, all their strong and frightful declamations on this 
subject, come to this only, that endless punishment is not 
the greatest possible display of the divine goodness ; or 
that the system of the universe, if endless punishment 
make a part of it, is not the wisest and best possible.— 
But this is no more than is holden by Dr. C. and it is 
presumed by other advocates in general for universal 
salvation. Dr. C. abundantly holds, as we shall see 
presently, that the present system of the universe, ac- 
cording to his own view of it, without endless punish- 
ment, is not the wisest and best possible. It is there- 
fore perfect absurdity in him, to object, on this Sa 
to endless punishment. 

But it is manifest, by the vehement and pathetic ex- 
clamations of Dr. C. on this subject, that he aimed at 
something more than this. It is manifest that he sup- 
posed and meant to represent, that if the doctrine of 
endless punishment be true, God is not a-good, a benevo- 
lent being, but a cruel, malicious one. He says,* that 
the doctrine of endless punishment “ gives occasion for 
very unworthy reflections on the Deity: That in view 
of that doctrine tan horror of darkness remains, that is 
sadly distressing to many a considerate heart.” He 
quotes{ with approbation those words from Mr. Whiston: 
“If the common doctrine were certainly true, the justice 
of God must inevitably be given up, and much more his 
mercy.—‘ This doctrine supposes him,” [God] ‘to de- 
light in cruelty.” So that the question agitated by Dr. C. 
is really, Whether, if God inflict endless punishment on 
any sinner, it be not an act of cruelty and injustice, as all 
cruelty is injustice.—BRut this is the very question, which 
has been so largely considered in several preceding 
chapters, and needs not to be reconsidered here. So that 
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Dr. C’s arguments from goodness are mere arguments 
from justice ; and if endless punishment be reconcileable 
with divine justice, it is equally reconcileable with divine 
goodness, in the sense in which he argues from divine 
goodness, 

If after all it be insisted on, that Dr. C. meant to con- 
sider the question, or that the question ought to be con- 
sidered, in the first sense stated above, viz. Whether 
endless punishment be consistent with the most perfect 
display of goodness ; although if the negative of this 
question were granted, Dr. C, could not consistently 
thence draw an argument in favour of universal salva- 
tion ; yet it may be proper to consider this state of the 
question, and perhaps sufficient observations upon it will 
occur in the sequel of this chapter. 

II, Iam to make some general observations concern- 
ing the divine goodness, and take notice of some conces- 
sions made by Dr. C. 

The goodness of God is that glorious attribute, by 
which: he is disposed to communicate happiness to his 
creatures. This divine attribute is distinguished from 
the divine justice in this manner: the divine justice pro- 
motes the happiness of the universal system, implying 
the divine glory, by treating a person strictly according 
to his own character: the divine goodness promotes the 
same important object, by treating a person more favour- 
ably than is according to his own character or conduct : 
So that both justice and goodness may and always do, as 
far as they are exercised, subserve the happiness of the 
universal system, including the glory of the Deity, or the 
glory of the Deity, including the happiness of the uni- 
versal system, As the glory of God, and the greatest 
_ happiness of the system of the universe, and even of the 
created system, mutually imply each other; whenever 
1 mention either of them, I wish to be understood to in- 
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clude in my meaning the other also. The declarative 
or the exhibited. glory of God, is a most perfect and 
most happy createdsystem; and a most perfect and most 
happy created system is the exhibited glory of God; or 
it is the exhibition, the manifestation of that glory ; 
as a picture is an exhibition of the man. 

That infinite goodness is in God, and is essential to his 
nature, is granted on all hands: God is Love. This at- 
tribute seeks the happiness of creatures, the happiness 
of the created system in general, and of every individual 
. Creature in particular, so far as the happiness of that in- 
dividual is not inconsistent. with the happiness of the 
system, or with happiness on the whole. But if in any 
case, the happiness of an individual be inconsistent with 
the happiness of the system, or with the happiness of 
other individuals, so that by bestowing happiness on the 
first supposed individual, the quantity of happiness on 
the whole shall be diminished; in this case, goodness, 
the divine goodness, which is perfect and infinite, will 
not consent to bestow happiness on that individual. In- 
deed to bestow happiness in such a case would be no in- 
stance of goodness, but of the want of goodness. It 
would argue a disposition not to increase happiness, but 
to diminish and destroy it. 

Therefore that Dr. C. might prove, that the“ endless 
punishment of any sinner is inconsistent with the good- 
ness of God, he should have shown, that the sum total 
of happiness enjoyed in the intellectual system will be 
greater if all be saved, than it will be if any suffer an 
endless punishment. ‘To show that God by his infinite 
goodness will be excited to seek and to secure the 
greatest happiness of the system, determines nothing. 
This is no more than is granted by the believers in end- 
Jess punishment. It is impertinent therefore to spend 
time on this. But the great question is, Does the 
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greatest happiness of the system require the final happi- 
ness of every sinner? If Dr. C. have not shown that it 
does, his argument from divine goodness is entirely in- 
conclusive. 

Instead of showing, that the divine goodness or the 
greatest happiness of the general system, requires the 
final happiness of every individual; Dr. C. has abun- 
dantly shown the contrary. In his book on the Benevo- 
lence of the Deity,* he expresses himself thus; * It would 
be injurious to the Deity to complain of him for want 
of goodness merely because the manifestation of it to 
our particular system, considered singly and apart from 
the rest, is not so great as we may imagine it could be.— 
No more happiness is required for our system, even from 
infinitely perfect benevolence, than is proper for a part of 
some great whole—We ought not to consider the displays 
of divine benevolence, as they affect individual beings 
only, but as they relate to the particular system of which | 
they are parts—The divirie benevolence is to be esti- 
mated from its amount to this whole, and not its constituent 
parts separately considered.—The only fair way of judg- 
ing ofthe divine benevolence with respect to our world, 
is to consider it not as displayed to separate individuals, 
but to the whole system, and to these as its constituent 
parts.”—}“* No more good is to be expected from the 
Deity with respect to any species of beings, or any indi- 
viduals in these species, than is reasonably consistent with ~ 
the good of the whole of which they are parts.” —{* It is 
true, that destruction of life will follow, if some animals 
are food to others. But it may be true also, that there 
would nt have been so much life, and consequently hap- 
piness, in the creation, had it not been for this expe- 

dient.” §* As we are only one of the numerous orders 
which constitute a general system, this quite alters the 
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case, making those capacities only an evidence of wise 
and reasonable benevolence, which are fitted for a par- 
ticular part sustaining such a place in the constitution of 
this whole.”—** 1 proceed to show wherein the unhap- 
piness that is connected in nature, or by positive inflic- 
tion of the Deity, with the misuse of moral powers, is 
subservient to the general good of the rational creution, 
which is hereby more effectually promoted, than it would 
have been, if free agents might have acted wrong with 
impunity.”—}* For if they” [future punishments] “are 
considered—under the notion of a needful moral mean 
intended to promote, upon the whole, more good in the ti- 
telligent creation, than might otherwise be reasonably 
expected ; they are so far from being the effect of ill 
will, that they really spring from benevolence, and are a 
part of aw. - + 

By. these quotations it appears with sufficient clear- 
ness, that it was Dr. C’s opinion, that there are defects, 
miseries and punishments of individual creatures, which 
are consistent with the good of the system, and are there- 
fore consistent with the divine goodness; and that the 
divine goodness does not seek the happiness of any indi- 
vidual any further, than the happiness of that individual 
is subservient to the happiness of the system, or to the 
increase of happiness on the whole. Therefore Dr. C. 
supposes the miseries of men in this life, and even the 
punishments of the future world, are not inconsistent 
with the divine goodness, because they are subservient 
to the good of the system.—Now the advocates for end- 
less punishment believe the same concerning the endless 
punishment of those who die impenitent: and for him to 
suppose without proof, that this punishment is not con- 
sistent with the greatest good and happiness of the sys- 
tem, is but begging the question. 
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What is the absurdity of supposing, that the endless 
punishment of some sinners may be subservient to the 
good of the system? Why may not the general good be 
promoted, as well by endless misery, as by the miseries 
of this life? And why may we not be allowed to account 
for endiess misery in the same way, that Dr. C. accounts 
for the miseries of this life, or for the temporary misery 
which he allows to be in hell? It is now supposed to 
have been proved, that endless punishment is just. If 
then the general good may be promoted by the tortures 
of the stone endured for a year, by a man who deserves 
them, why may not the general good be promoted by 
the same tortures, continued without end, provided the 
man deserves such a continuance of them? If we were 
to judge a priori, we should probably decide against 
misery in either case. But fact shows that temporary 
miseries are consistent with the goodness of God, or with 
the general good: and why may not endless misery be 
so too, provided it be just? 

If it be asserted, that the endless punishment of a sin- 
ner who deserves such punishment, is so great an evil, 
that it cannot be compensated by any good, which can 
arise from it to the system; | wish to have a reason 
given for this assertion. It is granted that the good 
accruing te the system overbalances the temporary mise- 
ries of sinners both here and hereafter. And is the end- 
less misery of an individual, though justly deserved, so 
great an evil, that it cannot be overbalanced by any end- 
less good, which may thence accrue to the system ? 
Endless misery is doubtless and infinite evil: so is the 
endless good thence arising, an infinite good. a 

Nor does it appear, but that all the goud ends, which 
are answered by the temporary punishment of the dam- 
ned, may be continued to be answered by their continual 
and endless punishment, if it be just. God may continue 
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to display his justice, his holiness, his hatred of sin, his 
love of righteousness, and of the general good, by op- 
posing and punishing those who are obstinately set in 
the practice of sin, and in the opposition of righteous- 
ness, and of the general good. In the same way he may 
establish his authority, manifest the evil of sin, restrain 
others from it, and by a contrast of the circumstances of 
the saved and damned, increase the gratitude and happi- 
ness of the former, as well as increase their happiness 
by the view of the divine holiness, and regard to the 
general good, manifested in the punishment of the ob- 
stinate enemies of holiness and of the general good ; 
and by a view of divine grace in their own salvation, 
and the salvation of all who shall be saved. These are 
the principal public ends to be answered by temporary 
vindictive punishment, on supposition that future pun- 
ishment is temporary; and if any other good end to 
the universe shall be answered by it, in the opinion of 
those who believe it, let it be mentioned, that by a 
thorough inquiry we may see whether the same good 
end may not be answered by continual and endless pun- 
ishment. 

Another question concerning the divine goodness pro- 
per to‘be considered here,'is, Whether it secure and make 
certain the final happiness of every man; or whether it 
be satisfied with this, that opportunity and means are 
afforded to every man to obtain happiness, if he will 
seize the opportunity and use the means.—Concerning 
‘this also, Dr. C. hath sufficiently expressed his senti- 
ments ; as in the following passages; ***We must not | 
judge of the benevolence of the Deity merely from the 
actual good we see produced, but should likewise take into 
consideration the tendency of those general laws con- 
formably to which it is produced. . Because the tendency 

* Benevolence of the Deity, page 60. 
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of those laws may be obstructed, and less good actually 
take place, than they were naturally fitted to produce. 
In which case, it is no argument of want of goodness in 
the Deity, that no more good was communicated ; though 
it may be of folly in the creatures.”—** It is impossible 
we should judge fairly of the Creator’s benevolence, 
from a view only of our world, under its present actual 
enjoyments. Butif we would form right sentiments of 
it, we must consider the tendency of the divine scheme 
of operation, and what the state of the world would have 
been, if the rational and moral beings in it had acted up 
to the laws of their nature and given them full scope for 
. the production of good.”—f* All the good suitable*for 
such a system as this, is apparently the tendency of nature 
and the divine administration, and it actually prevails so 
far as this tendency is not perverted by creatures them- 
selves,—for which he” [God] ‘*is not answerable.” The 
Doctor expresses himself to the same 2 0" in many 
other passages of the same book. 

It is manifest, that in these passages, Dr. C. esteems 
it a sufficient vindication of the divine goodness, that God 
hath established good laws, hath benevolently constitut- 
ed the nature of things and hath given opportunity to 
men to secure to themselves the enjoyment of good: 
and that the divine goodness does not imply that every 
individual creature shall actually enjoy complete good 
or happiness. If these things be true, then no argument 
from the divine goodness can prove, that every individ- 
ual of mavkind will be finally happy: the divine good- 
ness though complete and infinite does not secure actual 
happiness to every individual: it secures the opportunity 
and means only of bappiness: or it secures such a divine 
scheme as has a tendency to the happiness of all, and 
would actually prevail to the communication of happi- 
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ness to all, if it were not perverted by creatures them- 
selves, for which perversion God is not answerable. 

Now that such a divine scheme as this is actually 
adopted, is undoubted truth, and may be granted by 
every advocate for endless punishment. Therefore on 
the same ground on which Dr. C. vindicates the good- 
ness of God, from the objections which arise from present 
calamities, and from future temporary punishment; may 
the same goodness be vindicated from the objections 
which are raised from endless punishment. In the for- 
mer case it is pleaded, that God is infinitely good, though 
creatures suffer calamities here and deserved punish- 
ment hereafter, because he has given them opportunity 
to obtain happiness, and has adopted a scheme of opera- 
tion which has a tendency to good. Just so God is infi- 
nitely good, though some men suffer deserved endless 
punishment; because he has given mankind opportunity 
to obtain eternal life and salvation, and has adopted a 
scheme of providence and of grace, which will actually 
prevail to the final salvation of all, if it be not neglected 
or perverted by men themselves; for which neglect or 
perversion God is not answerable. 

It is also conceded by Dr. C.* that ‘none of the sons 
of Adam, by the mere exercise of their natural powers, 
ever yet attained to a perfect knowledge of this rule,” 
{the rule of man’s duty, and of God’s conduct in reward- 
ing and punishing.] ‘ Most certainly they are unable, 
after all their reasonings, to say, what punishment as to 
kind, or degree, or duration, would be their due, in case 
of sin.” This is plainly to give up all arguments against 
endless punishment, drawn from the goodness of God, or 
from any other divine perfection. For if ‘*most cer- 
tainly after all our reasonings” from the divine perfec- 
tions as well as from other topics of reason, we be “ un- 
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able to say what punishment, as to kind, or degree, of 
duration, is due in case of sin ;” then “* most certainly we 
are unable to say,” but that an endless punishment, and 
that consisting in misery too, is due, and is necessary to 
secure and promote the good of the system. ‘Therefore 
to have been consistent, Dr. C. ought never to have pre- 
tended, that endless misery is not reconcileable with 
divine goodness. 

Dr. C. further grants, that it may be necessary, that 
the penalty of the divine law be inflicted, and that the 
infliction of it may be honourable to God, and useful to 
creatures: yea, he grants, that the full penalty of the 
law will actually be inflicted on some men. ** Per- 
haps the reasons of government might make it fit and 
proper, and therefore morally necessary, that the threat- 
ening which God has denounced, should be executed. 
Would the wisdom of the supreme legislator have guard- 
ed his prohibition with a penalty it was not reasonable 
and just he should inflict? And might not the infliction 
of it, when incurred, be of service, signal service, to the 
‘honour of the divine authority, and to secure the obedi- 
ence of the creature in all after times?”—If it be “ fit 
and proper, and morally necessary,” if it be “ of signal 
service to the honour of the divine authority, and to 
secure the obedience of creatures,” to inflict the penalty 
of the divine law; doubtless the infliction of it is not 
only consistent with the general good, but subservient 
to it, and therefore perfectly consistent with the divine 
goodness. It’ is not “reasonable,” that God should in- 
flict the penalty of his law, unless the infliction be con- 
sistent with the general good, and so with the divine 
goodness, Therefore thé question proposed in the last 
quotation may with equal truth and force be osed a 
little differently, thus, Would the wisdom of the supreme 
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legislator have guarded his prohibition with a penalty, 
which it was not consistent with the general good of the 
universe, or with the goodness of his own nature, that 
he should in any ene instance inflict ?—Thus it appears 
to be fully granted, that divine goodness does not oppose 
the infliction of the penalty of the divine law, but re- 
quires it.—Nay, as hath been hinted above, Dr. C. ex- 
pressly asserts, that the penalty of the law will be inflict- 
ed on some men; that on those who pass through the 
torments of hell, the divine law will take its course, and 
the threatened penalty will be fully executed.*—Now 
what the penalty of the divine law is, we have before 
endeavoured toshow. Therfore if our reasoning on that 
head be just, it follows from that reasoning and from Dr. 
C’s concessions in the preceding quotations taken to- 
gether, that endless punishment is not only reconcileable 
with divine goodness, but is absolutely required by it. 
Would divine goodness both denounce and actually in- 
flict a penalty, which that goodness did not require, and 
which was not even reconcileable with it? 

De. C. informs us,f that “Christ was sent into the 
world, and the great design he was sent upon was to 
make way for the wise, just and holy exercise of mercy— 
towards the sinful sons of men.” It seems then, that if 
it had not been for the mediation of Christ, there would 
have been no way for the exercise of mercy towards 
men, in a consistency not with justice and holiness only, 
but with wisdom ? and if not with wisdom, not with the 
general good: for wisdom always dictates that which is 
for the general good. And if it would not have been 
consistent with the general good, to exercise mercy to- 
wards sinners, without the mediation of Christ, neither 
would it have been consistent with the divine goodness, 
for that and that only which is. subservient to the gene- 
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ral good, is an object to the divine goodness, In this 
sentiment Dr. C. was very full, as we have already seen. 
—Therefore without the mediation of Christ, divine 
goodness required, that all mankind be left in a state of 
despair under the curse of the law. And if it have been 
shewn, that this curse is endless misery, it follows, that 
divine goodness, required that all mankind, if it had not 
been for the mediation of Christ, should suffer endless 
misery. 

IIL. As was proposed, we now proceed to consider Dr. 
C’s arguments from the goodness of God, to prove the 
salvation of all men.—If some of the following quotations 
be found to be rather positive assertions than arguments; 
I hope the fault will not be -imputed to me, provided I 
quote those passages which contain as alnonie wapsniigal 
from this topic, as any in his book. ~~ 

*<Itis high time, that some generally iar: Be oe 
trines should be renounced, and others embraced in their 
room that are more honourable to the Father of Mercies, 
and comfortable to the creatures whom his hands have 
formed. I doubt not it has been a perplexing difficulty 
to most persons (I am sure it has been such to me) how 
to reconcile the doctrine which dooms so great a number 
of the human race to eternal flames, with the essential, 
absolutely perfect goodness of the Deity. And perhaps 
they contain ideas utterly irreconcileable with each 
other. To be sure, their consistency has never yet 
been so clearly pointed out, but that a horror of dark- 
ness still remains that is sadly distressing to many a con- 
siderate tender heart.’’—In this passage it is implied, 
that the doctrine of endless misery is not honourable to 
the Father of Mercies. . But what is the proof of this? 
If there be any, it consists in these several particulars— 
That thjs doctrine is uncomfortable to the a eaneiyere of 
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God—That it has been a perplexing difficulty to some, 
Dr. C. thinks ‘to most, and “is sure it has been such to 
um,” to reconcile that doctrine with the goodness of 
God—That perhaps they are irreconcileable—That to 
be sure (in Dr. C’s opinion) they never have been so 
reconciled, but that a horror of darkness remains. 

If these be arguments, they require an answer.—The 
first is, that the doctrine of endless misery is uncomfort- 
able, or rather not so comfortable to God’s creatures, as 
some other doctrines: therefore it is not honourable to 
the Father of Mercies.—But would Dr, C. dare to say, 
that every docirine is dishonourable to God, which is 
not equally comfortable to sinful creatures, as some other 
doctrines? and that no doctrine is consistent with the 
divine goodness, but those which are in the highest 
degree comfortable to such creatures? What then will 
follow concerning his doctrine of “torment for ages of 
ages ?”’—Or would any man choose that the comparison 
be dropped and that the argument be expressed thus :— 
The doctrine of endless misery is uncomfortable to crea- 
tures, therefore it is dishonourable to God? This still 
confates the doctrine of torment for ages of ages. Be- 
side, if the meaning be, that it is uncomfortable to all 
creatures, it is a mistake.—To those who believe it to 
be a just and glorious expression of the divine hatred of 
sin, and a necessary mean of vindicating the justice of 
God, of supporting the dignity of his government and 
of promoting the general good; it is so far from being 
-uncomfortable, that it is necessary to their comfort ; and 
they rejoice in it for the same reasons, that they, rejoice 
in the advancement of the general good. They rejoice 
in it on the same-principles of benevolence and piety, 
that Dr. C. rejoiced in the prospect, that the divine law 
would have its course, and the full threatened penalty 
be executed on some of mankind. 
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The next particular of the above quotation is, that 
the doctrine of endless misery bas been perplexing 
to some, or to most men, and to be sure to Dr, C.— 
Doubtiess this is true of many other doctrines, which 
however have been believed both by Dr. C. and by 
other Christians: such as the perfect rectitude, goodness 
and impartiality of all the dispensations of divine provi- 
dence: the consistence between the existence of sin in 
the world and the infinite wisdom, power, holiness and 
goodness of God: the final subseryiency of all-events to 
the divine glory and the general good of the system, &c. 
Therefore, if the argument prove any thing, it proves 
too much. 

The third particular is, Perhaps endless misery is not 
reconcileable with the goodness of the Deity.—<Answer, 
Perhaps it is reconcileable with that divine attribute. 

The last particular is, To be sure (in Dr. C’s opinion) 
they never haye been so reconciled, but that a horror 
of darkness remains with respect to the subject —Answer, 
In the opinion of many other men, they have often been 
so reconciled, that there was no reason, why a horror 
of darkness in view of the subject should remain in the 
mind of any man. They experience no more horror 
of darkness in the idea, that God inflicts that endless pun- 
ishment which is perfectly just, is absolutely necessary 
to satisfy divine justice, and vindicate the despised au- 
thority, government and grace of God, and is subservient 
to the glory of God and the general good; than in the 
idea of most other doctrines of the gospel. ; 

But let us proceed to another passage of Dr. C.-— 
*+¢ Multitudes are taken off before they have had oppor- 
tunity to make themselves hardened abandoned sinners: 
and so far as we are able to judge, had they been con- 
‘tinued in life, they might have been {omedeemet- 
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eus temper of mind, by a suitable mixture of correction, 
instruction, and the like. And can it be supposed with 
respect to such, that an infinitely benevolent God, with- 
out any other trial, in order to effect their reformation, 
will consign them over to endless and irreversible tor- 
ment? Would this be to conduct himself like a father on 
earth? Let the, heart of a father speak on this occasion. 
Nay, it does not appear, that any sinners are so incor- 
rigible in wickedness, as to be beyond recovery by still 
further methods within the reach of infinite power: 
_ And if the infinitely wise God can, in any wise methods, 
recover them, even in any other state of trial, may we 
not argue from his infinite benevolence, that he will?” 
The first branch of this argument is, that some die 
before they become incorrigible ; therefore the fatherly 
goodness of God will give them another trial.—But did 
Dr. C. know when sinners become incorrigible, and 
when not? Does any man know how long a person 
must live insin, to arrive at thatstate ? If not, what right 
has any man to say, that any sinners die, before God as 
perfectly knows them to be incorrigible, as if they had 
lived in sin ever so long ?—Beside, were sinners to live in 
sin ever so long, still this objection might be made; and 
Dr. C. has in fact made it, not only with regard to those 
who die prematurely, but with regard to all sinners. 
He says, ‘It does not appear, that any sinners are so 
incorrigible, as to be beyond recovery by still further 
methods.” That is, if it do not appear, that sinners are 
in this world beyond recovery by still further methods 
to be used for their recovery, we are to believe from 
God’s infinite benevolence, that those further methods 
avill be used for their recovery. But shoulda sinner go 
through the torments of hell, and of ten other succeed- 
ing states of trial, it is to be presumed, that Dr. C. 
would not say, but that possibly he might be recovered 
17 
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by some further methods within the power of God to 
use, if indeed God should see cause to use those further 
methods. The ground of this argument is, that goodness 
requires, that God use means for the recovery of sinners, 
as long as it is in the power of God to use any further 
means to thatend. But this as much needs to be proved 
as any one proposition advanced by Dr. C. 

The next branch of this argument is, that it would not 
be acting like a father on earth, if God were to consign 
sinners to endless torment.—And is it acting like a father 
on earth, to doom men to the second death, the lake 
which burneth with fire and brimstone, and there tor- 
ment them for ages of ages? Let the heart of a father 
on earth speak and declare whether it would be agree- 
able to him, to inflict on his children these extreme and 
long continued tortures? or even many of the temporal 
calamities which God inflicts on mankind ; such as pover- 
y; shame, a feeble sickly habit, extreme pain and dis- 
tress, loss of reason, and death attended with the most 
afflicting circumstances ? Would a father on earth choose 
to plunge his children in the ocean, and Jeave them to 
the mercy of the waves? Would he set his house on fire, 
while they were buried in soft slumbers, and consume 
them in the flames ?—Such declamatory applications to 
the passions are a two-edged sword which will wound 
Dr. C’s scheme, as certainly as that of his opponents. 
But this controversy is not to be settled by an application 
to the passions. 

The last, part of the above ooetalaan destroys the 
whole. It is this; It does not appear that any sinners 
are so incorrigible, as to be beyond recovery by still 
further methods within the reach of infinite wisdom. if 
‘God have revealed that no sinners shall. be recovered 
after this life, it is doubtless a wise constitution that this 
life is the only state of probation. Therefore it is not 
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within the reach of infinite wisdom, to use any further 
means after this life for the recovery of those who are 
incorrigible here. So that this whole paragraph is a 
mere begging of the question : it takes for granted, that 
this life is not the only state of probation, or that the 
endless punishment of all who die impenitent is not a 
doctrine of divine revelation. 

Dr. C. elsewhere* argues universal salvation from 
this, that God speaks of himself, “as the universal 
Father of Men; and says, “ fathers on earth chastise 
their children-for their profit, but do not punish them, 
having no view to their advantage.”—But does a father 
on earth never punish an incorrigible child, when it is 
necessary for the good of the rest of the family? If he 
did not, but suffered him to ruin his whole family, or 
even one of his. other children ; would he act the part, 
or deserve the name, of a father? “ And shall we say 
that of our Fatherin Heaven (who instead of being evil, 
as all earthly fathers are more or less, is infinitely good) 
which we cannot suppose of any father on earth, till we 
have first divested him of the heart of a father ?”—TVhe 
truth is, this and all arguments of the kind take for 
granted what is by no means granted, that the salvation 
.of all men, is subservient to the good, not of the persons 
saved only, but of the universal system. 

In various passagest Dr. C. has much to say of our 
natural notions of God’s goodness ; particularly, that the 
natural notions we entertain of the “ goodness and mercy 
of God, rise up in opposition to the doctrine of never 
ending torments”’ I grant that onr natural notions of 
those divine attributes rise up in opposition to endless 
torments, on the supposition that they are unjust and 
inconsistent with the general good. But on the supposi- 
‘tion that they are both just and subservient to the gene- 
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ral good, our natural notions rise up in favour of them. 
So that this and such like arguments all depend on taking 
for granted what is no more granted than ee main ques- 
tion. ; 
Nearly allied to the argument from the divine good- 
ness, is that by which Dr. C. attempts te prove universal 
salvation from the end of God in creation. ** As the 
first cause of all things is infinitely benevolent, ’tis not 
easy to conceive that he should bring mankind into ex- 
istence unless he intended to make them finally happy.” 
TIf the only good God knew—that some free agents 
would make themsélves unhappy, notwithstanding the 
utmost efforts of his wisdem to prevent it, why did he 
create them? To give them existence knowing at the 
same time that they would render themselves finally 
miserable—is scarce reconcileable with supremely and 
absolutely perfect benevolence.”—This argument, as 
the preceding, entirely depends on the supposition that 
the final happiness of every individual is necessary to 
the greatest happiness of the system. Doubtless God is 
absolutely and perfectly benevolent: but such benevo- 
lence seeks the greatest happiness of the system, not of 
any individual, unless the happiness of that individual be 
consistent with the greatest happiness of the system. 
This is the plain dictate not of reason only, but of scrip- 
ture, and is abundantly conceded by Dr, C. as appears 
by the quotations already made. ‘There is no difficulty 
therefore in conceiving, that however the first cause of 
all things is infinitely benevolent, he should bring man- 
kind into existence, though he never intended to make 
them all finally happy. He might in perfect consistence 
with infinite benevolence, bring them inte existence, 
Jntending that some of them should suffer that endless 
punishment which they should deserve, and thereby con- 
* Page 1, t Page 2, 3, 
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tribute to the greatest happiness of the system. And if 
such a punishment be subservient to the greatest happi- 
ness of the system, infinite benevolence not only admits 
of it, but requires it; nor would God be infinitely bene- 
volent, if he should save all men. Therefore this grand 
argument, on which Dr. C. and other writers in favour 
of universal salyation, build so much, is a mere begging 
of the question. Let them show that the greatest good 
of the system requires the final happiness of every indi- 
vidual, and they will indeed have gone far toward the 
establishment of their scheme. But until they shall 
have done this, their argument from this topic is utterly 
inconclusive. It is no more inconsistent with the good- 
ness of God, that he should create men with a foresight 
and an intention, that they should suffer that endless 
punishment which they should deserve, and which is sub- 
servient to the general good; than that he should create 
them with a foresight and intention, that they shonld 
subserve the same important end, by suffering the tor- 
ment of ages of ages, or the pains of the stone or the 
colic; provided these temporary pains are not subser- 
vient to their personal good. And to say that temporary 
pains cannot consistently with the divine goodness be 
inflicted on the sinner, unless they be subservient to the 
personal good of the patient, is to contradict the plain 
dictates of reason, of scripture, and of Dr. C. himself. 
But this subject has been largely considered in chap. iii. 

These, I think, are Dr. C’s principal arguments from 
the divine goodness, to prove universal salvation: I pre- 
sume, that in his whole book there are none more forci- 
ble than these. His arguments of this kind generally, 
if not universally, depend on taking for granted, what is 
as much in dispute as apy point in the whole contro- 
versy, that endless punishment is not consistent with the 


. ‘greatest good of the universal system, or the greatest 
~ he 
. ‘ \ 


194 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


general good. If it be true, that any man will be pun- 
ished without-end, no doubt it is so ordered, because in- 
finite wisdom and gooduess saw it to be necessary to the 
general good. If it be not true, it is equally certain, 
that infinite wisdom and goodness saw endless punish- 
ment to be inconsistent with the general good. But 
which of these is the truth, is the main question. 

IV, That endless punishment is consistent with the 
divine goodness, not only is implied in various sentiments 
and tenets of Dr. C. but appears to be a real and demon- 
strable truth. ‘To evince this, I shall now, as was pro- 
posed, mention several considerations. 

1. All arguments. against endless punishment, drawa 
from the divine mercy, grace or goodness, imply a con- 
cession, that endless punishment is just. Were it not 
just, there would be no occasion to call in the aid of 
goodness. Stern, unrelenting jastice would afford relief. 
Nor is there the least goodness, as distinguished from jus- 
tice, exercised by a judge, in delivering a man from an 
unjust punishment, attempted to be brought upon him by 
a false accuser. If therefore the salvation of sinners, 
and of every sinner, be an act of goodness, mercy or 
grace, as Dr. C. abundantly declares ; then endless pun- 
ishment is just. And if it be just, it appears by chap. iii. 
that it will be inflicted, and inflicted by God too. There- 
fore it is consistent with divine goodness. # 

It is hoped it has been made manifest in chap, ii. and 
iti. that the end of future punishment is not the personal 
good of the patients, but to satisfy justice, and support 
the authority and dignity of the divine law and govern- 
ment; as both Dr. C. and the scriptures abundantly hold, 
that the wicked will be punished to the utmost extent of 
their demerit. Now if the end of future punishment, 
whether temporary or endless, be to satisfy- justice, and 

to support government; then the general good is pro- 
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moted by the satisfaction of justice: otherwise God 
would not inflict such punishment. And if the proof in 
chap. vi. that endless punishment is just, be valid, then 
justice is not satisfied by any punishment short of end- 
less. But by chap. ii. and iii. it appears, that all. that 
punishment, which the wicked deserve, will actually be 
inflicted upon them by God. Therefore endless pun- 
ishment is perfectly consistent with divine goodness. 

2. If the divine law may be in any one instance exe- 
euted consistently with divine goodness, endless punish- 
ment is consistent with the divine goodness. But the 
divine law may, in some instances, be executed consis- 
tently with divine goodness.—I have before endeavoured 
to show, that the penalty of the law is endless punish- 
ment. If this be true, then when the law is executed, 
endless punishment is inflicted. And who will dare to 
say, that God has made a law, which he cannot in any 
one instance execute consistently. with his own perfec- 
tions: And that if he should execute it in any instance, 
his goodness and mercy must be inevitably given up? 
Nay, he delights in cruelty ? If the law cannot be exe- 
cuted without cruelty, it is a cruel unjust law: and to 
make a cruel and unjust law, is as irreconcileable with 
the moral rectiiude of God, as to execute that law. If 
the infliction of endless punishment be cruel, the threat- 
ening of it also is cruel. But this runs into the former 
question, whether endless punishment be just. 

‘If it be said, though the law is just, and the execution 
of it would not be cruel; yet it cannot be executed con- 
‘sistently with the divine goodness, because the divine 
goodness seeks the greatest possible good of the system: 
But the greatest possible good of the system requires the ~ 
final happiness of all:—As to this I observe, 
(i) That itis giving up the argument from divine 
goodness in the light, in which Dr. C. has stated it. It 
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appears by the quotations already made, that he held end- 
less punishment to be so inconsistent with divine good- 
ness, that if that punishment be inflicted, it will prove 
God to be destitute of goodness, and to delight in cru- 
elty. 

(2) That the question as now stated comes to no more 
than this, Whether endless punishment be consistent 
with the greatest possible display of divine goodness : 
For a system, in which there is the greatest possible 
good, and the, greatest possible display ofthe divine 
goodness, are one and the same thing, But if it were 
granted, that endless punishment is, in this sense, incon- 
sistent with the divine goodness, it would by no means 
follow, on Dr. C’s principles, that all men will be saved. 
Because it is an established principle with him, that 
divine goodness is not and cannot be displayed, to the 
highest possible degree, or so but that there is room 
for higher displays and further communications of it. 
* Neither is it to be supposed, because God is infinitely 
benevolent, that he has in fact made an infinite manifes- 
tation of his -goodness.—Infinity in benevolence knows 
no bounds, but there is still room for more and higher 
displays of it—This perfection is strictly speaking, inex- 
haustible, not capable of being displayed to a ne plus.” 
Therefore, it would be absurd for Dr. C. or any one, 
who agrees with him in the sentiméot expressed in the 
last quotation, to state the argument from divine good- 
ness, in the light in which it is exhibited im th f . 
tion now under consideration. ‘This stating of the argu- 
ment runs entirely into the question, whether the pre- 
sent system of the universe be the best possible; which 
Dr. C. has sufficiently answered in the negative, ae the 
passage last quoted, and in many other passa his 
writings. If it be true, that divine goodness does ‘not 


* Benevolence of the Deity, page4Q, 
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adopt and prosecute the best possible plan of the universe 
in general: what reason have we to think, that it will 
adopt and prosecute the best’possible plan with regard to 
any part of the divine system; for instance the future 
state of those who die in impenitence ? 

(3) On the supposition, that God does adopt and pro- 
secute the best possible plan, both with regard to the 
universe in general, and in every particular dispensation 
of his providence ; still we shall never be able to deter- 
mine a priori, that the final salvation of all men is, in 
the sense now under consideration, most subservient to 
the general good. It must be determined either by the 
event itself, or by revelation: and whether revelation 
do assure us of the salvation of all men, is not the sub- 
ject of inquiry in this chapter, but shall be particularly 
considered in its place. 

3. If divine goodness without respect to the atonement 
of Christ, which is foreign from the subject of this chap- 
ter, require the salvation of all men; it either requires 
that they be saved, whether they repent or not; or it 
requires, that they be saved on the condition of their re- 
pentance only. Ifit require that they be saved, whether 
they repent or not, it follows, that they have done no 
damage to the universe, or have committed no sin. 
For the very idea of sin is a damage to the universe, a 
dishonour to God, and an injury to the creature. Now 
whenever a damage is done to the universe, the good of 
the universe, or which inthe present- argument comes 
to the same thing, the divine goodness requires repara- 
tion. But if the good of the universe require, that the 
sinner be saved without even repentance, the good of 
the universe requires no reparation, and if it require no 
reparation it has not been impaired, or there has been no 
damage done to the good of the universe : andif no dam- 
age have been done to the universe, no sin has been 
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committed. No wonder then, that the divine goodness 
requires the salvation of those who have committed no 
sin or no moral evil. 

If on the other hand it be allowed, that by sin damage 
is done to the universe, and yet it be holden, that divine 
goodness requires the salvation of all men, on the con- 
dition of their repentance only ; it will follow, that re- 
pentance alone makes it consistent with the general 
good, that the sinner be saved. Repentance then repairs 
the damage done to the universe by sin ; and so makes 
satisfaction or atonement for sin—The very essence of 

, atonement is something done to repair the damage done 
by sin to the universe, so that the sinner can be exempt- 
ed from punishment, without any disadvantage to the 
universe. And as repentance is a personal act of the 
sinner, he does on this supposition make atonement for 
his own sin by his personal virtue. ‘Therefore, if after 
this he be saved from wrath, he is bat treated accord- 
ing to his personal character, or according to strict jus- 
tice ; not according to goodness or grace. So that while 
Dr. C. professes and supposes himself to be arguing from 
the divine goodness, the salvation of all men from the 
wrath to come ; his arguments are really drawn from the 
justice of God only. They imply either that the sinner 
who is by divine goodness to be saved from the wrath 
to come, is no sinner, deserves no punishment, and 
therefore is incapable of being saved from wrath, as he 
is exposed to none; or that though he be a sinner, he 
has in his own person, made full satisfaction for his sin, 
and therefore merits salvation from wrath, and is inca- 
pable of it by an act of grace or goodness. ar 

4. To argue the salvation of all men from subi 
ness of God, without regard to the atonement of Christ ; 
and yet to allow that endless punishment is just, is a 
direct contradiction.—If it be allowed or proved, that 
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endless punishment is just, it follow’ of course that it is 
consistent with the general good, and which is the same 
thing, with the divine goodness, and is even required 
by divine goodness on the supposition on which we 
now proceed, that no atonement is made for sin. The 
very idea of a just punishment of any crime is a pun- 
ishment which in view of the crime only, is requisite 
to repair the damage done to the system by that 
crime. Any further punishment than thisis unjust, and 
any punishment short of this, falls short of the demand 
of justice. At the same time that this is demanded 
by justice, it is demanded by the general good too: be- 
cause by the definition of a just punishment, it is necces- 
sary to the general good; neccessary to secure it, or 
to repair the damage done to it, by the crime punished: 
So that a just punishment of any crime is not only con- 
sistent with the general good, but is absolutely required 
by it, provided other measures equivalent to this pun- 
ishment be not taken to repair the damage done by sin, 
or, which is the same, provided an atonement be not 
made. And if the endless punishment of sin be just; it 
- is of course, on the proviso just made, perfectly consis- 
tent with the general good of the universe, and abso- 
lutely required by it, and equally required by the good- 
ness of God. And to say that though it be just, it is not. 
reconcileable with the divine goodness, is the same as to 
say, that though it be just, it is not reconcileable with 
justice. 

Objection: Divine goodness does not admit of the 
endless punishment of the apostle Paul; yet his endless 
punishment would be just——Answer: Divine goodness, 
or the general good of the universe, considering the sins 
or the personal character of Paul by itself, does both 
admit and require his endless punishment. But consid 
ering the atonement of Christ, which, as I have repeat- 
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edly observed, comes not into consideration in the pre- 
sent argument, it does not indeed admit of it. 

I beg leave to ask the advocates for universal salva- 
tion, whether if Christ had not made atonement, it 
would have been consistent with the general good of the 
universe, that sinners be punished without end. If they 
answer in the affirmative, then endless punishment is in 
itself reconcileable not with justice only, but with good- 
ness too, as goodness always acquiesces in that which is 
consistent with the general good. - For if only in conse- 
quence of the atonement, endless punishment be incon- 
sistent with the divine goodness, it becomes inconsistent 
with it, not on account of any thing i in the endless pun- 
ishment of sin, or in the divine goodness simply ; but 
wholly on account of something external to them both: 
and therefore that external something being left out of 
the account, there is no’ inconsistency between the end- 
less punishment of sin and the divine goodness in them- 
selves considered. But that they are in themselves in- 
consistent is implied in Dr. C’s argument from divine 
goodness; and that they are not in themselves inconsis- 
tent is all for which I am now pleading. 

If the snswer to the question just proposed be, that it 
would not be consistent with the general good, that a 
sinner be punished without end, even if Christ had not¢ 
made atonement ; it follows, that such punishment is no 
just; as the very definition of a just punishment is, one 
which in view of the sinner’s personal character only is 
necessary to the general good.—Or if this be not a 
proper definition of a just punishment, let a better be 
given. Any punishment is just, or is deserved, for no 
other reason, than that the criminal viewed in himself 
‘owes it to the public, or the general good requires it. 

5. If divine goodness require, that every sinner be, on 
his mere repentance, exempted from punishment, it ~ 
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will follow, that sin is no moral eyil.—If-divine ‘good- 
ness require that every sinner be, on his mere repen- 
tance, exempted from punishment, the general good of 
the universe requires the same. If the general good do 
require it, then either the sinner hath in that action of 
which he repents, done nothing by which the general 
good hath been impaired ; or that impairment is repaired_ 
by his repentance. For if he have impaired the general 
good, and not afterward repaired it, then by the very 
terms it requires reparation. And this which the gen- 
eral good in these cases requires of the sinner for the 
reparation of the general good, is his punishment, and 
not his exemption from punishment. But if the sinner 
haye done nothing which requires that reparation be 
made to the general good, then he hath committed 
nothing which hath impaired the general good: or, 
which is the same, he hath committed no moral evil. 
For moral evil is a voluntary act impairing the general 
‘good consisting in the glory of God and the happiness of 
‘the created system.—Orif it be said, that the repentance 
of the sinner repairs the general good, and prevents the 
ill effects of his sin; I answer, repentance is no punish- 
ment, nor any reparation of damage to the universe by 
a past action. It is a mere cessation from sin and a Sor- 
row for it. A man who has committed murder, makes 
by repentance no reparation for the damage which is 
thereby done to society or to the universe. So that if 
‘ever any damage were done to the universe by sin, and 
if therefore the public good required that reparation be 
made by the punishment of the sinner, it. still requires 
the same, and therefore does not require his exemption 
from punishment. Beside ; the false and absurd conse- 
_quences* necessarily following from the principle that 
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the penitent deserves no punishment, which is the same 
with this, that the general good does not require that the 
penitent, viewed in his own character merely, be pun- 
ished ; plainly point out the falsity and absurdity of the 
principle itself. Particularly this consequence, that on 
that supposition the penitent never is nor can be for- 
given, as he makes by his repentance full satisfaction in 
his own person, and thus answers the demand of justice 
or of the general good.—But if it be true, that repen- 
tance does not repair the damage done by sin to the 
universe ; and if as is now asserted, the general good do 
require that the penitent sinner, without regard to the 
atonement of Christ, be exempted from punishment ; it 
required the same before he repented; consequently 
his sin never did impair the gondia of the universe, and 
therefore is no moral evil. 

Objection 1. The fourth argument seems to imply, 
that sin consists in damage actually done to the universe ; 
whereas there are many sins, in which no real damage 
is actually done. As if a man stab another with a de- 
sign to murder him, and open an abscess, whereby the 
man is benefitted instead of murdered ; and in all acts of 
malice, which are not executed, no damage is actually 
done. os 

Answer. Taking the word damage in a large sense, 
to mean, not merely loss of property, as it is sometimes 
taken, but misery, calamity or natural evil; it may be 
granted, that sin does consist in voluntarily doing damage 
to the universe. It is a misery, a calamity, or a natural 

evil to any man, to be the object of the malice of any 
other person, though his malice be never executed. It 
exposes him to the execution of that malice: it renders 
him unsafe: and to be unsafe is a calamity; e wd 
to be the object of the malice of another to s 


gree, that the malicious man stems the He of she 
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object of his malice. In this case the man who is the 
object of malice is very unsafe indeed.—And if but one 
person be in a calamitous situation, so far at least the 
public good is impaired, or the universe is damaged. 
Besides, if that one act impairing the public good, be 
left unpunished, and no proper restraint by the punish- 
ment of the act, be laid upon the man himself and upon 
others, the flood-gate is epened to innumerable more acts 
of the same, or_a like kind. This surely is a further 
calamity to the universe. So that every sinful volition, 
- though it fail of its object in the attempt, or though it 
be not attempted to be executed in overt act, is a real 
calamity or damage to the universe. 

Objection 2. The preceding reasoning must needs be 
fallacious, as it implies, that goodness or grace is never 
exercised in any case, wherein punishment is deserved ; 
that whatever is admitted by justice, is required by 
goodness; and that if sin be a moral evil and deserve 
punishment, it cannot aes with the general good 
be forgiven. 

Answer. This is not true. The reasoning above does 
not imply, but that there may be, consistently with the 
general good, the forgiveness of some sinners. Nor 
does it imply, but that the general good may require the 
forgiveness of some sinners; as undoubtedly it does re- 
‘quire the forgiveness of all who repent and believe in 
Christ, and so become interested in him according to 
the Gospel. Nor does this reasoning imply, but that some 
sinners may obtain forgiveness on some other account 
than the merits of Christ: though | believe it may be 
clearly shown from scripture, that forgiveness can be 
obtained on no other account. But this reasoning does 
assert, that if all penitents as such, or merely because 
‘they are penitents, or on account of their own repen- 
tance and reformation, be required by divine goodness to 
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be exempted from punishment; then sin deserves no 
erste and is no moral evil. 

. The voice of reason is, that divine onaaeaeel ora. 
come to the general good requires, that sin be pun- 
ished according to its demerit, in some instances at 
Jeast: otherwise God would not appear to be what he 
really is, an enemy to sin, and greatly displeased with 
it.—It is certainly consistent with divine goodness, that 
sin exists in the world, otherwise it would never have 
existed. Now since sin is in the world, if God were 
never to punish it, it would seem, that he is no enemy 
to it. Orif he punish it in a far less degree than it © 
deserves, still it would seem, that his displeasure at it is 
far less thanit is and ought to be. Nor can mere words 
or verbal declarations of the Deity sufficiently exhibit 
his opposition to sin, so long as he uniformly treats the 
righteous and the wicked in the same manner. His 
character in view of intelligent creatures will appear to 
be what it is holden forth to be in his actions, rather 
than what he in mere words declares it to be. But will 
any man say, that it is conducive to the good order and 
happiness of the intellectual system, that God should ap- 
pear to be no enemy, but rather a friend to sin? — 

Odjection. God would still appear to-be an enemy to 
sin, though he were not to punish it: because he takes 
ihe most effectual measures, to extirpate it by leading 
sinners to repentance.—Answer. ‘The extirpation of sin 
shows no other hatred of it, than a physician shows toa 
disease, which he takes the most effectual measures to 
abolish, by the restoration of health. But these mea-— 
sures of the physician do not show, that he views his 
patient as blameable. Sickness is no moral evil, and all 
the pains of the physician to remove sickness, are no 
testimony of his abhorrence of moral evil. But sin j is a 
moral evil, and it is subservient to the general good, 
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that the great Governor of the universe should testify 
his abhorrence of it, as a moral evil, or as justly blame- 
able. To thisend he must do something further than is 
done by the physician, who heals his -patient: he must 
either in the person of the sinner, or in his substitute, 
punish sin, and that according to its demerit ; otherwise 
he will not show himself displeased at it as a moral evil. 
Hatred of sin is as essential to the Deity as love of 
holiness; and it is as honourable to him and as neces-' 
sary to the genera! good, that he express the former as 
‘the latter. Indeed the latter is no further expressed, 
than the former is expressed: and so far as the former is 
doubtful, the latter is doubtful too. The question then 
comes to this, whether it be consistent with the general 
good, that God should in actions, as well as words, ex- 
press his abhorrence of sin as blameable, or as a moral 
evil; and express this abhorrence toa just degree. If 
this be consistent with the general good, it is also consis- 
tent with the general good, that sin be punished accord- 
ing to its demerit: and if it deserve an endless punish- 
ment it is consistent with the general good and with 
divine goodness, that such a punishment be inflicted. _ 
7, That endless punishment is inconsistent with divine 
“goodness, and that all men are saved by free grace, isa 
direct contradiction. ‘To be saved is to be delivered 
from the curse of the law, which wé have before endea- 
voured to show to be an endless punishment. But to be 
saved, from this by free grace, implies, that the person so 
saved, deserves endless punishment, and that such pun- 
ishment is with respect to-him just. But whatever pun- 
ishment is just with respect to any man, provided no 
atonement be made by a substitute, is necessary to the 
public good; dnd unless it be necessary to the public 
good, itis unjust. If it be necessary to the public good, 
the public good requires it: and if the public good re- 
4 18* 
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quire it, divine goodness requires it. Therefore to 
apply this reasoning to the endless punishment of the sin- 
ner :—The salvation of the sinner consists in deliverance | 
from the curse of the law: the curse of the law is end- 
less punishment ; and to be delivered from this by free 
grace, implies, that the endless punishment of the sinner 
is just. If the endless punishment of the sinner be just, 
and no atonement be made by a substitute, the public 
good requires his endless punishment, and the divine 
goodness of course requires it. So that if the sinner can 
be saved by free grace only, and no atonement be made 
by a substitute, the endless punishment of the sinner is 
not at all inconsistent with divine goodness; and to say 
that it is inconsistent with the divine goodness, and yet 
to say that all men are saved by free grace, and can be 
saved in no other way, implies, as I said, a direct con- 
tradiction. It implies, that endless punishment is just, 
as the deliverance from it is the fruit of grace only: it 
also implies, that it is not just, as the public good or the 
divine goodness does not require it, but is inconsistent 
with it> . 


CHAPTER IX, 


IN WHICH IS CONSIDERED DR. CHAUNCY’S ARGUMENT, FROM 
Rom. v. 12, &c. 


Havine in the preceding chapters considered Dr. C's 
arguments from reason and from the divine perfections, 
I proceed now to consider those which are d 
particular passages of scripture. The Saageegneee 
‘passages which demands our attention is Rom. v. 12, &. 

“ Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world, 
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and death by sin; and so death passed upon all-men, for 
that all have sinned: For until the law, sin was in the 
world: but sin is not imputed, when there is no law. 
Nevertheless, death reigned from Adam to Moses, even 
over them that had not sinned, after the similitude of 
Adam’s transgression, who is the figure of him that was 
tocome. But not as the offence, so also is the free gift. 
For if through the offence of one, many be dead; much 
more the grace of God, and the gift by grace, which is 
by one man, Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto many. 
' And not as it was by one that sinned, so is the gift: for 
the judgment was. by one to condemnation ; but the free 
gift is of many offences unto justification. For if by one 
man’s offence death reigned by,one; much more they 
which receive abundance of grace, and of the gift of 
righteousness, shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ: 
Therefore, as by the offence of one, judgment came upon 
all men to condemnation; even so by the righteousness 
of one, the free gift came upon all men unto justification 
of life. For as by one man’s disobedience many were 
made sinners; so by the obedience of one, shall many be 
made righteous. Morever, the law entered, that the of- 
fence might abound : But where sin abounded, grace did 
much more abound: That as sin hath reigned unto death, 
even so might grace reign through righteousness unto 
eternal life, by Jesus Christ our Lord.” 

The Doctor’s argument from this passage depends 
wholly on the supposition, that the apostle considers 
“ Adam and.Christ as the respective opposite sources of 
death and life to mankind universally :” Or that Christ 
is the source of life and eternal salvation to all men 
without exception, as Adam was the scurce of death to 
all men without exception. The Doctor’s reasons to 
‘tupport this proposition are,—(1) That in the 15th 
verse it is said, ‘If through the offence of one many be 
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dead, much more hath the grace of God abounded unte 
many :”’ and as by many in the former part of this verse 
is meant all men, therefore he concludes that the same 
word is used in the same extensive sense, in the latter 
part of the verse: ‘the antithesis,” he says, ‘ will 
otherwise be lost.”—(2) The word many, xoAaes, means 
all men, because the article is prefixed to it, o1 roaron— 
(3) That in the 18th verse it is expressly asserted, ‘* As 
by the offence of one, the judgment came upon all men, 
€1¢ waves evbpwrovs, to condemnation; evenso by the righ- 
teousness of one, the free gift came upon all men, ets meas 
avbpwmovs, unto justification of life.” Whence the Doctor 


‘concludes, that the words all men in both parts of the 


comparison, are used in the same extent.—(4) That the 
advantage by Christ exceeds, abounds beyond, the disad- 
vantage by Adam; but this, unless all men be saved, 
would be so far from the truth, that the former would 
“sink below the latter.’—Let us attend to these dis- 
tinctly. 

1. The word many in the former part of the 15th and 
i9th verses, means all men: therefore it means the same 
in the latter part of those verses: the antithesis will other- 


' wise be lost.”** Now how does the truth of this propo- 


sition appear? It must certainly be supported by proper 
proof, to obtain credit. But in the very many instances. 
in which the Doctor is pleased to repeat this proposi- 
tion, in his long commentary on Rom. v. 12, &c. I do 
not find one reason offered to prove it, beside that quot- 
ed above, ‘The antithesis will otherwise be lost.?’* 
This therefore is now to be considered.—In the rebel- 
lion in Great Britain, 1745, large numbers of men were 
engaged in the rebellion, and were led away by the Pre- 
tender. After the Pretender was defeated, large num- 
bers, by the influence of some particular person, we will 
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suppose, returned to their allegiance, and took the pro- 
per oaths to the King: yet not all who were drawn into 
the rebellion by the Pretender. Now would there be 
any impropriety in saying in this case, As by the Preten- 
der many had been drawn into the rebellion, so by that 
other person many were brought back to their allegi- 
ance? The former many is allowed to be more exten- 
sive, than the latter; yet there is a manifest antithesis 
in the propositon; an antithesis ag manifest as there 
would have been, if the men who returned to their alle- 
-giance, had been just as numerous as those who engaged 
in the rebellion, and had been the same individuals. 
Equally manifest it is, that though the many, who died 
in Adam, be more numerous than the many who are the 
subjects of saving grace by Christ; yet there isa proper 
antithesis in this proposition,—“ If through the offence 
of one, many be dead; much more the grace of God by 
Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto many.” 

2. The word many, xoAdo1, means all men, because the. 
article is joined with it, o roar, the many.*—If this be 
evident at all, it must be evident either from the gene- 
ral use of the adjective xoa, when connected with the 
article, or from the circumstances of the particular case 
in which it is used in this passage, Rom. v. 15 and 19. 
If the validity of the argument now under consideration, 

‘be evident from the general use of woavs in the plural 
with the article ; then generally when used by good au- 
thors, and especially by the authors of the New Testa- 
ment, it means a strict universality. Let us therefore 
"attend to particular instances.—Acts xxvi. 24. “ Much 
Jearning doth make thee mad;” Ja moarx ypauuxte. But 
no man will say, that this expression means all learning. 
The use of the article however is very proper, and the 
expression means the much learning of which the apostle 
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was possessed.—2 Cor. ii. 17; “‘ For we are not as many, 
ot woaaot, Which corrupt the word of God.” If os moaaes 
here mean all men, the apostle in direct contradiction 
to himself in this very expression, means that he him- 
self, and all the other apostles, as well as the rest of 
mankind, did corrupt the word of God.—Rey. xvii. 1: 
‘“¢] will show unto thee the judgmentof the great whore, 
that sitteth upon many waters,’? Jay waJov Tov worrwv. 
All waters, or all people cannot be meant, because by far 
the greater part of the nations of the world never were 
under the influence of the great whore.—The only other 
instances in the whole New Testament, in which edu; 
in the plural is used with the article, are Mat. xxiv. 12; 
Rom. xii. 5; ch. xv. 22; 1 Cor. x. 17 and 38, which the 
reader may examine for himself, and it is presumed, he 
will find, that in no one of them is a strict universality 
clearly intended. — If this be so, it is by no means evident 
from the general use of zoavs in the plural with the article, 
that os wearer, many, in Rom. v. 15 and 19, oreans all men. 

Nor is this more evident from the circumstances of 
the particular case, in which many o: woados, is used in 
Rom. v.15. Let it be translated as Dr. C. chooses to 
translate it, thus: If throagh the offence of one, the many 
be dead, much more the grace of God, by one man, Jesus 
Christ, hath abounded unto the many. Nothing appears 
from the expression, but that the meaning of the apostle 
may be, what it has generally been understood to be, 
that the many who were connected with Adam, and whose 
life or death depended on his standing or falling, became 
dead through his offence: and the many who are connect- 
ed with Christ, and with a particular design to save 
whom, He died, shall be made the subjects of the abound- 
ing grace of God in their most glorious salvation. ys 
nothing appears, either from the general use of 01 a02201, 
or from the particular use of it in this case, but that this 
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and this only is the real sense of it, in this instance. And 
for Dr. C. to wish his readers, before he has given them 
a reason, to give up this sense in favour of his own, is 
for him to come to them in the humble character of a 
suppliant, and not in the dignified character of a cogent 
reasoner. 

3. In the 18th verse, it is expressly asserted, As by 
the offence of one, judgment came upon all men, eis rev'Jes 
cvbpwreus, to condemnation; even so by the righteousness 
of one, the free gift came upon all men, «1s sreev]ag conpwarous, 
to justification of life: whence Dr. C. concludes, that 
the words all men, in both parts of the comparison are 
used in the same extent; and says, ‘It can be no other - 
than a flat contradiction to the express words of the 
apostle to say, that in the latter part of this comparison 
not all men.are meant, but believers only ; that is, a few 
of them.”* It is indeed a flat contradiction to Dr. C’s 
sense of the apostle’s words ; but that it is a contradiction 
to the true sense of those words, does not appear. If it 
should be further granted to be a contradiction to the 
most literal sense of those words taken by themselves, it 
would not thence follow, that it is a contradiction to the 
true and real sense of the words. The real sense of 
words in all authors, is in thousands of instances to be 
known, not from the words themselves merely, but from 
their connexion and other circumstances. 

The Dr. rightly asserts, that the words all men in 
verse 18th, mean the same with the many in verse 15th. 
And as it has been shown, that there is no evidence 
given by the Doctor, that the many, to. whom grace 
abounds through Christ, mean all men; so all.men in the 
18th verse meaning, by his own consent, the same with 
the many in verse 15th, must, until we have evidence to 
the contrary, be understood with the same restriction. 
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To carry on the comparison, and maintain the antithe- 
sis, there is no more necessity of understanding the 
words all men, when applied to the saved by Christ in 
the 18th verse, to mean the whole human race; than 
there is of understanding in that extent, the bg in the 
latter part of verse 15th. 

Beside ; the meaning of those words is abundantly 
restricted by the context: as verse 17th, “ For if by one 
man’s offence death reigned by one; — more they 
which receive abundance of grace, and of the gift of 
righteousness, shall reign by one, Jesus Christ.” The 
18th verse is an inference drawn from the 17th, and is 
introduced by apa ow, therefore. But the 18th verse 
would be no just inference at all from the 17th, unless 
the words ail men in the latter part of the 18th verse be 
equally restricted as the words they which receive abun- 
dance of grace, in the 17th verse. Let us make trial of 
understanding those phrases in a sense differently exten- 
sive, thus ; For if by one man’s offence death reigned by 
one; much more true believers in this life, who are the 
subjects of the peculiar and abundant grace of God, shall 
reign in etérnal life by one, Jesus Christ. Therefore 
as by the offence of one, judgment came upon all men 
universally to condemnation; even so by the righteous- 
ness of one, the free gift came upon all men universally 
unto justification of life, whether in this world they 
believe or not. The whole force of this reasoning 
is more briefly expressed thus; Those who believe in 
this life, shall reign in life eternal : therefore also all 
men, whether they believe in this life or not, shall in 
like manner reign in life eternal. But who does notsee, 
that this jordan bein by no means folloy 1 
premises ? bbe , 


Although Dr. C. supposes * this aawametis wveree 
18th,] ‘“‘is the same which began the 12th verse :”—yet 
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he allows, ‘it will make no essential difference in the 
apostle’s reasoning, if we should suppose, that the 18th 
and 19th verses introduced by «px ow, are a conclusion 
from the three foregoing verses :’’* And it-is evident by 
the Doctor’s own discourse, that he himself was. full in 
the opinion, that the 18th and 19th verses, are a conclu- 
sion from the three preceding verses, though he was of 
the opinion that those three verses, are an ‘¢ INTERPOSED 
parenthesis.” Let the reader notice the following pas- 
sage; ‘* The view of the apostle’ in interposing these 
verses” [the15th, 16th, and 17th,] ‘* was that he might 
argue from the gift in this abounding sense, when he 
¢ame to prosecute the comparison between Adam and 
Christ—And if the gift through Christ might be suppos- 
ed'to abound beyond the lapse, in the 15th, 16th, and 
17th verses, why not in the 18th and 19th?" 

Indeed the Doctor himself allows, that the all mea in 
the latter part of the 18th verse; is no more extensive, 
than they which receive abundance of grace in the 17th 
verse. But he supposes that the latter expression is 
equally extended with the former, and that the former 
extends to all mankind. I say, he supposes this: but his 
opponents in this controversy suppose the contrary ; 
and how does it appear, but that their supposition is as 
‘good as his? If the Doctor wished that we should give 
the preference to his supposition, he ought to have given 
us some reason. 

The Doctor with the help of a “ learned, friend? has 
given us a long dissertation on the 17th verse, and on 
the Greek verb Aaugavw, with a design to prove, that os 
AauBuvovles, they who receive, mean not those who receive 
the grace of God actively, voluntarily and with a heart to 
improve it ; but those who are the “ objects of this grace,” 
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‘‘ or the persons upon whom it is bestowed.” But this is 
altogether immaterial in the present dispute. By the 
abundance of grace Dr. C. understands the abounding ad- 
vantage by Christ, terminating in a reign in life—Now it 
will be granted on all hands, that’ they on whom this 
grace is bestowed, will be saved. Indeed the very ex- 
pression, reigning in life, implies salvation. Those 
therefore on whom this grace is bestowed, will as cer- 
tainly and as confessedly be saved, as thosé who cheer- 
fully receive and improve the grace of God. All the 
question is, and a very important one it isf whether this 
abounding grace terminating in a reign in life, be be- 
stowed on all men. That it is preached or offered to all 
men, is granted. But that it is so communicated to all, 
as to secure their reign in life, is a different idea, neha is 
the main subject of this controversy. : 
So that all the labours of Dr. C. and his “ingenious 
friend,” to settle the meaning of receive AxuBavw, con- 
tribute nothing to establish this point, That all men in 
the latter part of verse 18th, mean the whole human 
race. So long as the Doctor grants, that the words all 
men, verse 18th, are not more extensive than they which 
receive abundance of grace, verse 17th; and so long as 
he has not proved, that they which receive abundance of 
grace, so as to reign in eternal life, mean the whole 
human race; so long nothing is done to prove universal 
salvation, from the use of the words all men, verse 18th. 
To say, that they which receive abundance of grace mean 
all mankind, because that expression is equally extensive 
as the words all men in the 18th verse, is a mere beg- 
ging of the question. Itiis in the first place to suppose 
_ and not to prove, that the words all) men mean all man- 
kind; and then by them to prove, that also they which 
receive abundance of grace, mean all mankind. 


STRICTLY EXAMINED. Q15 


The universal term all men, verse 18th, is by the 
former part of the chapter limited to those who are jus- 
tified by faith, who have peace with God, and who joy 
in God, through Christ, as having received reconciliation. 
Dr. C’s opinion was, that the 18th verse is but the full 
expression of the sentence left imperfect in the 12th 
verse, and that the therefore in the beginning of the 18th 
verse “is the same which began the 12th verse.’* — 
The 18th verse then is an immediate conclusion from 
the verses preceding the 12th, especially from the 11th. 
Now the believers in endless punishment hold, that in 
all that part of the chapter, from the beginning to the 
12th verse, the apostle had been speaking of the privi- 
leges of believers only, and not those privileges which 
belong to all mankind. And to.infer from those privi- 
leges which are peculiar to believers, that alt mankind 
will be saved, is to infer a consequence, which is by no 
means contained in the premises: and such reasoning 
ought never to be imputed to any man of Paul’s sound 
judgment, much less to him, an inspired apostle. 

To illustrate this matter, permit me to descend to 
particulars. Verse ist, believers are said to be justified 
by faith and to have peace with God: verse 2d, to have 
access by faith into the grace of the gospel and to re- 
joice (or glory) i in the hope of the glory of God: verse 
3d, to glory in tribulations: verse 5th, to have the love 
of God shed abroad in their hearts by the Holy Ghost : 
verse 8th, it is said that God commendeth his love 
towards believers, in that Christ died for them: verse 
9th, that believers are justified by Christ’s blood, and 
saved from wrath through him: verse 10th, that be- 
lievers are reconciled to God by the death of Christ and 
saved by his life: verse 11th, that believers glory in 
God through Christ, by whom they have received the 
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atonement or reconciliation —Now what is the conse- 
quence really following from these premises, ascribing 
to believers these peculiar and exclusive privileges ? 
Is it that by the righteousness of Christ the free gift 
unto justification of life, is come upon all mankind, 
believers and unbelievers? By no means: any man, 
without the aid of inspiration, would be ashamed to 
draw such a consequence from such premises. The 
only just consequence of these premises, is that which 
has been generally taken to be the meaning of the 18th 
verse ; viz. That as by the offence of one, Adam, judg- 
ment to condemnation came upon all mankind who were 
his seed; even so by the righteousness of one, Jesus 
Christ, the free gift unto justification of life, came upon 
all his seed, who are believers only, and who are the only 
persons of whom the apostle had been speaking in the 
premises.—May I not now adopt the same bold language 
which Dr. C. often uses concerning his comments on 
scripture, that no other sense than this, can be put on 
this 18th verse without making the apostle argue incon- 
clusively ? . we ee 

I know very well that the Doctor understood differ- 
ently the whole passage from the beginning of this 
chapter to the 12th verse. But as his whole argument 
from Rom. y. 12, to the end,.in the present view of it, 
depends on his different construction of verse 1—12; 


it is not sufficient to say, that the Doctor, un erstood that 
passage differently, or that it is capable « ifferent 


construction. It must be shown that it is not capable of 
the construction which is given above; and that the 
Doctor’s construction must be the true one. . Lu 
therefore atiend to his construction and his reasons in 
support of it. — i 
The construction is, that the last verse of th e preced- 
ing chapter, the 6th, 7th, Sth, 9th, 10th, verses, and the 


va 
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latter part of the 11th verse of this chapter, are spoken 
of all mankind. The reasons which he assign, for such 
an understanding of those verses, are 

(1) That in the 6th verse Christ is said to die for 
the ungodly. But if we should assert, that by the un- 
godly here are meant those only, who afterward and 
during this life become godly or believers, though 
Christ died for them while ungodly or considering them 
as ungodly, the Doctor has given no confutation of such 
a construction. Therefore he had no right to expect, 
that it would be rejected by any one who should choose 
to adopt it—Or if we allow, that Christ did die for all 
men in this sense, that he died to introduce a dispensation 
of grace which should offer salvation to all, and invite 
all to it, and to use Dr. C’s own expression, to put all 
into salvable circumstances ; nothing will hence follow 
favorable to the actual salvation of all men, or to the 
Doctor’s argument from Rom. y. 12, &c. It will not 
follow, that all will accept the invitations to salvation 
and act upon them. Still the we and us, which occur so 
often from the Ist to the 12th verse, and particularly in 
verse 6th, may mean believers only. 

(2) “It isa gross mistake to think, that the apostle 
in this 9th verse is speaking of that justification he had 
in the Ist verse connected with faith; and for this deci- 
sive reason, because—as salvation from wrath is one 
thing essentially included in that justification which is 
the result of true faith; it would be ridiculous to argue, 
much more being justified, meaning hereby this justifica- 
‘tion we shall be saved from wrath.”}—But did Dr. C. 
entertain the opinion, that justification and salvation are 
one and the same? Abraham believed God and it was 
counted to him for righteousness: he was then justified : 
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but he did not then receive complete salvation. Be- 
lievers being in this life justified by faith, have peace 
with God, according to the ist.verse of this chapter, as 
Dr. C. allows. Yet they are not in this life saved from 
wrath in the sense they will be, at the day of judgment. 
Therefore, however Dr. C. asserts it, it does not appear 
to be ridiculous to argue, that believers being in this 
life justified by faith in the blood of Christ, shall at the 
day of judgment, much more be saved from wrath 
through him. Is it ridiculous to argue, that Abraham 
being justified by faith here, will much more be saved 
from wrath hereafter ? 

(3) “ The particle vv, Now, connected with the jus- 
tification here treated of, is emphatical, making it clear, 
that the apostle is not to be understood of justification at 
the great day; but of justification that had at that time 
been completed.”*: No body pretends, that the apostle 
means a justification at the great day. It is allowed on 
all hands, that he means a justification, which had at 
that present time been completed. But what follows 
hence? Did Dr..C. imagine, that believers are not in 
a proper sense completely justified in this life? And 
that the justification of Abraham, Rahab, &c. was in no 
proper sense completed before their death, or before 
the great day? Concerning the former, it is expressly 
said, ‘that he believed God, and it was counted® to him 
for righteousness—that faith was reckoned to Abraham 
for righteousness, &c. and concerning the latter, was not 
Rahab the harlot justified, &c. ? Nor is it material to 
the present purpose, whether this justification of Rahab 
mean a justification by God, or a manifestative justifica- 
tion, proving, that she was justified in the sight of God; 
because the latter, equally as the former, and that 
she was then justified in the sight of God. 
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That believers are in this life justified in a peculiar 
sense, is further taught in 1 Cor: vi. 11, “ And such 
were some of you: but ye are washed, but ye are 
sanctified, but ye are justified in the name of the Lord 
Jesus, and by the spirit of our God.”—I presume it will 
be granted, that pardon or forgiveness is an essential 
part of justification, and that when a man is forgiven by 
God, he is justified by God. But that believers are for- 
given in this life, is evident from the aepeorihg texts, 
Mat. ix. 2, ‘Son, thy sins be forgiven thee.” See also, 

- Mark ii. 5, and Luke v. 20—Col. ii. 13, “And you 
being dead in your sins, and the uncircumcision of your 
flesh, hath he quickened together with him, having for- 
given you all trespasses.”” 1 John ii. 12, ‘I write unto 
you, little children; because your sins are forgiven you, 
for his name’s sake.” 

But why need I produce proofs of what Dr. C. grants, 
though it seems in his comment on the 9th verse, he 
had forgotten it? In his comment on the Ist verse, &c. 
he speaks of “ the justified by faith, as glorying in hope 
-of the glory of God—and in their sufferings—because 
they knew that tribulation worketh patience, and pa- 
tience experience, and experience hope.” - The Doctor, 
as the apostle did before him, evidently considers these 
things as taking place in this life. Indeed the contrary 
cannot be pretended’ without the grossest absurdity. He 
also considers these views and affections as peculiar to 
the justified by faith... Therefore some men are com- 
pletely justified by faith in this life: at least. so com- 
pletely, as to render the 9th verse properly applicable 
tothem: Therefore his argument from yw, now, that the 
“justification spoken of in the 9th verse, is not oe to 

» believers, proves nothing. 

Beside, Dr. C. could not, without the most plsitng 

absurdity and inconsistency, understand this 9th verse 
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of all mankind: because the persons here referred to, 
shall be saved from wrath. But according to the Doctor 
some men will not be saved from wrath, they will suffer 
all that wrath to-which they are liable on the footing of 
Strict justice: they will suffer according their sins, ac- 
cording to their crimes, and their deserts, and so that the 
whole threatened penalty will be executed on them. 

(4) Doctor C. argues, that because it is said in verse 
10th, when we were enemies, we were reconciled to 
God; by the we here, we must understand, not believers 
only, but all mankind: or because, as the Doctor para- 
phrases the words, while they were enemies, they were 
reconciled; therefore this reconciliation cannot mean 
the cordial reconciliation of true believers.* The force 
of this argument wholly depends on this supposition, that 
the persons here intended, were reconciled, and yet 
after the reconciliation was effected, they still remained 
enemies. But what necessity of this gloss of the text? 
Why may it not mean this merely, that when the persons 
here intended were going on in their enmity, they were 
arrested by the grace of God, reclaimed from their en- 
mity, and reconciled to God? There appears to be 
nothing absurd or unusual in this expression understood 
in this sense. If it should be said, When a subject was 
waging war against his sovereign, and was in actual bat- 
tle with the troops of his sovereign, he was reconciled 
to him; the expression would not naturally imply, and no 
man would understand it to mean, that notwithstanding 
the reconciliation, he still continued a fixed and mali- 
cious enemy to his sovereign. No man would under- 
stand the expression in any other sense than s, that 
in the midst of the war and battle, he was ¢ with 
conviction of his wickedness, and cea covdilipaesee- 

ciled to his sovereign. ee Ba 


* Page 38. tines 


STRICTLY EXAMINED. 221 


_ If the Doctor depended on the original words exépo 
eves x lnrarcyyuer, to make out that the reconciliation here 
intended took place, while the persons spoken of remain- 
ed enemies; he might as conclusively have argued, that 
the person mentioned in John ix. 25, (7uaos wy Brcww) had 
his sight restored to him, while he remained perfectly 
blind; and that Saul went to Damascus, with the expec- 
tation of bringing certain persons to Jerusalem, who at 
the same time should still remain at Damascus, (aZw» 
Joug exeire ov]aes) Acts xxii. 5. 4 

At length we come to the Doctor’s exposition of the 
11th verse, to which his criticism, on all the preceding 
verses refers. He tells us, The meaning plainly and 
briefly is, ‘* We believers glory in God of our interest, 
and relation to him, as our covenant God, through Jesus 
Christ, by whom we were so changed in our state, while 
enemies—in common with the rest of mankind, as to be 
capable of—final justification upon the foot of faith.” 
On this it may be remarked, That if by ‘+ interest in and 
covenant relation to God,” Dr. C. meant any thing dif- 
ferent from that state of reconciliation, which is obtain- 
ed by Christ, and which is mentioned in the latter part of 
this verse, it does not appear, that the text gives him any 
warrant to insert that interest, &c. in his comment, as a 
ground of rejoicing or glorying. I appeal to the reader 
whether the most natural sense of the text be not this, 
We believers glory in God, through our Lord Jesus 
Christ, as having by Christ received reconciliation; or 
for this reason, that of God’s rich grace through Christ, 
we have obtained reconciliation with God. Otherwise, 
why is the circumstance of our receiving the reconcilia- 
tion by Christ mentioned in this connexion with our 
glorying in God? Beside, to glory in God as our covenant 
God, and to glory in him on account of our reconciliation 

' with him, is one and the same thing. © 
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The glorying of which the apostle speaks, is through 
Christ; and this implies, that it is on account of some 
benefit or blessing received through Christ: and what 
this blessing is, which the apostle had in view, and which” 
he considered as the ground of glorying to believers, he 
immediately explains in these words, by whom we have 
received the reconciliation, that reconciliation of which he 
had been speaking in the 10th verse.—But if the recon- 
ciliation, which the apostle makes, the great ground of 
rejoicing or glorying to believers, be, as Dr. C. holds, 
common to believers and unbelievers; then the great 
ground of glorying to believers is not any blessing pecu- 
liar to believers ; but something common to all mankind; 
and therefore unbelievers have just the same reason to 
glory in that blessing as believers; which is no more 
credible than the doctrine of universal salvation, and 
wants as much proof as that doctrine; and therefore can- 
not be admitted’as any evidence of the truth of that doc- 
trine. 

I beg the reader’s patience, srhile I make a few other 
remarks on Dr. C’s construction of the passage from 
Rom. iy. 25, to chap. v. 12; and I wish the reader to 
_ keep before him the passage itself, while he follows me 
in these remarks. 

This whole passage is expressed in the first person, 
and is manifestly one continued discourse. Yet Dr. C. 
was of the opinion, that in this short passage of only 
twelve verses, the persons, or the we, us and our, which 
occur in almost every sentence, are shifted no less than 
four times. In the last verse of chap. iv. it was his 
opinion, that all men are intended: that from the first 
to the sixth verse of chapter v. only believers are in- 
tended: that from the 6th to the 11th verse all men are 
intended: that in the former part of the 11th verse be- 
lievers only are intended; that in the latter part of the 
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11th verse all men are again intended. 


223 
I beg leave to 


set down this whole passage, according to the Doctor’s 
explanation, together with the text itself:—Thus 


TEXT. 
Chap. iv. 25. 
Who was delivered for our 
offences and raised again for 
our justification. 


~ Chap. v. 1. 

Therefore, being justified 
by faith, we have peace with 
God, through our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

2. By whom also we have 
access by faith into this grace 
wherein we stand, and re- 
joice in hope of the glory of 
God. 

3. And not only so, but 
we glory in tribulations al- 
30, knowing that tribulation 
worketh patience ; 

4. And patience experi- 
ence; and experience hope ; 

5. And hope maketh not 
ashamed, because the love of 
God is shed abroad in our 
hearts by the Holy Ghost 

“which is given unto us. 


Dr. C’s EXPLANATION. 

Who was delivered to 
put all men into a capacity 
to obtain the pardon of their 
offences, and was raised 
again to put them into a 
capacity of being justified 
at the great day. 

Therefore believers being 
justified by faith, have 
peace with God, through 
our Lord Jesus Christ. By 
whom also believers have 
access by faith into this 
grace wherein they stand, 
and rejoice in hope of the 
glory of God. 


And not only so, but be- 
levers glory in tribulations 
also, knowing that tribula- 
tion worketh patience; and 
patience experience and 
experience hope: and hope 
maketh not ashamed, be- 
cause the love of God is 
shed abroad in the hearts 
of believers, by the Holy 
Ghost, which is given unto 


them. 
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TEXT. 
6. For when we were with- 
out strength, in due 


Christ died for the ungodly. 


7. For searcely for a righ- 
teous man will one die: Yet 
\eradventure for a good man 
some would even dare to die. 


8. But God commendeth 
his love towards us, in that 
while we were yet ‘sinners, 
Christ died for us. 

9. Much more then being 
now justified by his blood, we 
shall be saved from wrath 
through him. 


10. For if when we were - 


enemies, we were reconciled 
to God by the death of his 
Son: much more being re- 
conciled, we shall be saved 
by his life. 


11. And not only so ; but 
we also joy in God, through 
our Lord Jesus Christ, by 
whom we have now received 
the atonement, [or the recon- 
ciliation. ] 


time’ 


OF ALL MEN 


Dr. C’s ExPLANATION. 

For when all men were 
without strengh, in due time 
Christ died for thet all, 
while they were ungodly. 

For scarcely for a righ- 
teous man would one die: 
Yet peradventure for a * 
good man,some would even 
dare to die. 

But God commendeth his 
love towards all men, in that 
while they were yetsinners, 
Christ died for them all. 

Much more then all men 
being now by the blood of 
Christ brought into a capa- 
city or possibility of salva- 
tion, shall in fact be saved 
from wrath through Christ. 

For if when all men were 
enemies, they were by the 
death of Christ brought into 
a possibility of salvation ; 
much more being brought 
into a possibility of salva- 
tion, those all men shat! be 
actually sayed by the life of 
Christ. 

And _ not ule so; but 
believers also glory in God 
through our Lord Jesus 
Christ, by whom all men 
have received the peti 
ity of salvation. 
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How strange, that in a continued discourse all in the 
first person plural, the we and us should be changed 
backward and forward four times ! What torturing of the 
scripture is here! At this rate, what discourse in the 
world will be intelligible? How will it be possible for 
any man, and especially. for the common people, for 
whom as well as for the learned, the scriptures were 
written, to understand them ? 

But this is not all. By this various reference of the 
pronouns we and us, the reasoning of the apostle is ren- 
‘dered utterly inconclusive, in almost every: step of it. 
Thus the first verse of the fifth Chapter is manifestly 
brought in by the apostie, as a consequence drawn from 
the last verse of the preceding Chapter. But from the 
consideration, that Christ died and rose to put all men 
into a capacity of obtaining justification at the great day, 
it by no means follows, that believers are now justified by 
faith, and have peace with God. Verse 9th, if it be ever 
so true, that all men are put into a possibility of salvation, 
it by no means follows, that all men will be actually 
aved. It no more follows, than from the opportunity 
given all men, of obtaining salvation immediately after 
this life, it follows, that all will actually be saved imme- 
diately after this life: Or than from the opportunity of 
entering the land of Canaan, given all that generation, 
which came out of Egypt, it followed, that all that gen- 
eration would in fact enter that land: Or than from the 
opportunity given any man to become rich or honorable, 
it follows, that he will in fact become rich or honorable. 
The same observation is équaily applicable to the 10th 
verse. What was before observed concerning the 11th 
verse, understood in Dr. wiles Renee needs not to be re- 
peated. . om ; 

- But what is of chief faetalice is, that according to 


the Doctor’s construction, there is no argumentative 
20 
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connexion between the 11th and the 12th, or which is 
the same thing, between the 11th and the 18th verses. 
If the Doctor’s sense of the 11th and 18th verses be 
true, the latter is no just consequence from the former. 
The Doctor’s sense of the 11th verse is, that all men 
through-Christ have received a possibility of final sal- 
vation; and his sense of the 18th verse is, that all men 
will actually be saved. Butif it be ever so true, that 
all men have received a possibility or opportunity of final 
salvation, it does not follow, that all will actually be 
saved. Yetias the 12th or 18th verse, (the intermediate 
verses being a parenthesis) is a deduction from the 11th, 
the last of the propesitions just expressed, should justly 
follow from the other; otherwise the apostle argues in- 
conclusively, And as the Doctor’s gloss of these two 
verses makes the apostle reason inconclusively, we may 
be sure, that he has not given the true sense of them.— 
But according to the common understanding of these 
verses, the reasoning is clear and certain. For if be- 
lievers have obtained through Christ a cordial reconcilia- 
tion and peace with God, then certainly those same believ- 
ers will, in the same way, obtain eternal life and salvation. 

That the 12th, and therefore the 18th verse, is an 
inference from the 11th, is, { think, manifest from a 
careful perusal of the passage, and it is at least implicitly 
granted by Dr. C. He expressly says, that the therefore 
in the beginning of the 18th verse, “is the same which 
began the 12th verse. The protasis or first part of the 
comparison was there entered upon, but left unfinished. 
’Tis here resumed, I ‘say, therefore, as by the offence 
of one man,” &c.* And his paraphrase of the 18th verse 
is in these words: “I say, therefore, (to resume now and 
pursue the comparison { began in the 12th verse) as it 
was by the lapse of the one man, Adam,” &c.} The 


* Page 67. t Page 26. 
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Doctor also quotes Dr. Doddridge’s assertion, that ‘¢ the 
12th verse is an inference from the 11th,” and does not 
contradict that assertion, though he labours through a 
number of pages, to affix a different sense from that of 
Dr. Doddridge, to the tith verse, that thus he may 
evade the construction of the 18th verse, which Dr. 
Doddridge had given, and establish his own. But all 
this was needless, if indeed the 12th and 18th verses are 
not an inference from the 11th.—Nor is there any incon-~ 
sistence in the opinion, that the 18th verse may be at 
the same time an inference from the 11th and from the 
15th, 16th and 17th verses. True and sufficient pre- 
mises or reasons of the proposition of the 18th verse, 
may be contained in the Jith verse. Those reasons 
may be explained, and even others added in the 15th, 
16th and 17th verses, which fall into a parenthesis ; and 
the 18th verse may contain an inference justly deducible 
from either, or from both. 

I am indeed sensible, that Dr. C. in his paraphrase of 
the 12th verse, does not consider it as an inference from 
the 11th; but the 11th as deducible by way of inference 
from the 12th, in this manner: Because sin and death 
came upon all men by Adam, therefore all ‘men have 
obtained a possibility of salvation by Christ. His words 
are, * For this cause or reason, we have received recon- 
ciliation by Jesus Christ, namely, because as sin entered 
into the world by the one man, Adam,”* &e. But this 
is as surprising as any part of Dr. C’s truly surprising 
exposition of thischapter. In the first place, it isa mere 
conjecture, unsupported by any thing, but pure imagina- 
tion. In the second place, to apply this paraphrase to 
‘the 18th verse, which is but the full expression of the 
12th, it will stand thus: For this cause or reason all men 
have received a possibility of salvation, namely, that as 


* Page 23. 
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hy the offence of one, jadgment came upon all men to 
condemnation, even so, by the righteousness of one, the 
free gift came upon all men to actual salvation! Or 
more briefly thus: The reason, why all men have ob- 
tained'a possibility of salvation, is, that salvation is actually 
come upon all men: Or to place the sentence in its proper 
arrangement, Salvation is actually come upon all men; 
therefore all men have received a possibility of salva- 
tion.—On this reasoning [need make no remark.—It is 
not however probable, that the Doctor was sensible, 
that his paraphrase of the 12th verse, applied to” the 
18th, would come to this. Nor is the reason just ex- 
pressed, that whi ich the Doctor believed to be the trae 
one, why we have received the reconciliation. But 
that which in the Doctor’s opinion was the true reason, 
he expressly declares to be, “That it was i Ha Nettie 
_way, viz. by the offence of one; that judgment came 
upon all men to condemnation.”*—Who is answerable 
for this inconsistency, I need not inform the reader. 
Before I dismiss this part of Dr. C’s book, 1 cannot 
but observe, that he speaks of a double justification,t 
the one meaning absolution at the great d ther 
meaning the advantageous state, or - the" pea HEy of the 
salvation of all mankind through Christ. Tt seems then 
that the’ Doctor had forgotten, that he had but a few pages 
before made out a threefold justification: ‘The first kind 
consisting in the introduction to a Capel ae ossil 
of salvation through Christ: The see in the justifi 
tion of believers, who have nonce iAP Oe Whee te 
life ; such was the justification of Abram? “Dhe thi 
in cb inn + ied Sehnevtn es when any 


tained in’ his own since -—s 
* Page 30. + Page 38. ay 
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Dr. C. says,* It can be no other than a flat contradic- 
tion to the express words of the Apostle himself, to say 
that in the latter part of the comparison in the 18th 
verse, the words all men are not used in the same exten- 
sive sense, as in the former part of that verse. This is 
indeed a strong, positive assertion, but where is the 
reason to support it? Beside ; he thought it no flat con- 
tradiction to the express words of the Apostle, to say 
that we in the former part of the 11th verse, is not used 
in the same extensive sense as in the latter part of that 
‘verse; nor any flat contradiction to the words of our 
Saviour, to say, that the word everlasting is not used in the 
same extensive sense in the former part, as in the latter 
part of Matt. xxv. 46, ** These shall go away into everlas- 
ting punishment, but the righteous into everlasting life.” 

But it is time we should proceed to the other argu- 
ment of Dr. C. to prove that universal salvation is taught 
in. Rom. v. 12, &c. viz. 

4. The advantage by Christ exceeds, abounds pee 
the disadvantage by Adam. But unless all men be saved, 
the former “ sinks below” the latter.t—It is granted, 
that the advantage by Christ, to those who obtain salva- 
tion by Christ, exceeds, and abounds beyond, the disad- 
vantage by Adam. But the question is, whether this 
saving advantage extend to all those, to whom the dis- 
advantage by Adam extended. That it does extend to 
_all the same subjects to whom the disadyantage by Adam 
extended, is holden by Dr. C. But how does he prove 
it? By no other arguments than those which we have 
already particularly considered ; and whether they be 
conclusive, is submitted to the reader.—Dr. C. did not 
imagine, that the advantage by Christ was more exten- 
sive, or extended to a greater number of persens, than 


- 
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the disadvantage by Adam. He believed, that they 
both extended to all mankind.—Therefore, the super- 
abounding, the excess; or surplusage of the advantage 
by Christ, does not consist in the extent of it, but in 
something eise, and that something else may ‘exist, 
though the extent as to the number of persons be the 
seme, or even less than the extent of the disadvantage” 
by Adam. 

If the glory of God, and the happiness of the’created 
system, be more advanced by the salvation of a part of 
the human race, and by the rejection of the rest, than 
they would have been, if Adam had never fallen; then 
surely the advantage by Christ on the general scale, 
does not “sink below” the disadvantage by Adam: and 
to assert, that the divine glory and the happiness of the. 
created system would be most advanced by the salvation 
of all men, is to beg material points in question.—But if 
Dr. C. mean, thatif all be not saved by Christ, then the 
advantage by Christ to those who shall be finally mise- 
rable, “sinks below” the disadvantage by Adam to the 
same persons ; I grant it, and apprehend no disadvantage 
to my cause by the concession. For it is granting no 
more than is implied in the very proposition, which I 
endeavour to defend, that all men will not be saved. © 

I have now finished my remarks on Dr. C’s argument 
from Rom. v. 12, &c.—If the reader think I have been 
prolix in these remarks, I hope he will remember how. 
prolix the Doctor was in his argument from this passage ; 
and I presume he will not think it unreasonable to take 

‘up twenty-four pages in answering sixty-nine. 

It is now left to the reader to judge, whether it be 
certain, that becanse the word many in the former part 
of the 15th and 19th verses means all men, it means the 
same in the latter part ef those verses :-Whether it 
be certain, that the word many means all “men, because 
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the article is joined with it, cs soaro, the many :—Whe- 
ther because the words all men in the former part of the 
18th verse, mean all mankind, they certainly mean the 
same in the latter part of that verse :—Whether because 
the advantage by Christ,exceeds the disadvantage by 
Adam, it certainly follow, that the advantage to every 
individual man, will exceed the disadvantage to that man. 


CHAPTER X. 


IN WHICH IS CONSIDERED DR. C’S ARGUMENT FROM ROMANS 
’ vit. 19—24. 


‘Tne text is, “ For the earnest expectation of the crea- 
ture waiteth for the manifestation of the sons of God. 
For the creature was made subject to vanity not willing- 
ly, but by reason of him who subjected the same in hope. 
Because the creature itself also shall be delivered from 
the bondage of corruption, into the glorious liberty of 
the children of God. For we know that the whole crea- 
tion groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now. 
And not only they, but ourselves also which have the © 
first fruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan with- 
in ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the re- 
demption of our body,”-—The words of chief importance 
are those of the 21st verse; “The creature itself also 
~ shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption, into 
the glorious liberty of the children of God :”? which are 
supposed by Dr. C. to hold forth the salvation of all men. 
But the main question here is, what is the meaning of 
the word creature. Dr. C. supposes it means the human 
race. Others suppose it means the whole of the crea- 
tion which was made for the sake of men, and is subject- 
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ed to their use.—Beside the word creature, the following 
words and expressions, ‘* manifestation of the sons of 
God”—* vanity”—“ willingly”—“ bondage of corrup- 
tion”—are all understood differently by Dr. C. and by 
those who believe in endless punishment. Let us there- 
fore attend to them respectively. 

I. The meaning of the word xJicx, creature or creation, 
is to be sought. It may not be impertinent to inform 
the reader who is unacquainted with the original, that 
the word translated creature in the 19th, 20th and 2ist 
verses, is the very same which in the 22d verse is trans- 
lated creation ; and doubtless whatever be the meaning 
of it, it ought to have been translated uniformly through- 
out this passage.—Dr. C. was of opinion that it means 
all mankind or the rational creation of this world. His 
reasons for this opinion are, that ‘ earnest expectation, 
groaning, travailing together in pain, are more naturally 
and obviously applicable to the rational, than the inani- 
mate” [and brutal] ‘‘ creation” —* that race xious, the whole 
ereation, is never used (one disputed text only excepted, 
Col. i, 15.) to signify more than the whole moral crea- 
tion, or all mankind”—that ‘it would be highly incon- 
~ gruous, to give this style” [the whole creation] “to the 
inferior or less valuable part, wholly leaving out the 
tery excellent” part, mankind. 

1. ** Earnest expectation, groaniig, travailing logethen 
in pain, are more naturally applicable to the rational, 
than the inanimate” [and brutal] “ creation.”*—If this 
prove any thing, it will prove too much:. it will prove, 
that when in Psal. cxiy. it is said ‘* The sea saw it and- 
fled; Jordan was driven back; the mountains skipped 
like rams, and the little hills like lambs;” the meaning 
is, that men saw it and fled; that men were driven back ; 
that men skipped like rams and like lambs, & will 
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prove, that Jer. xlvii. 6; “O thou sword of the Lord, 
how long will it be ere thou be quiet? put up thyself 
into thy scabbard, rest and be still ;’ means that men 
should put up themselves into a scabbard, and there rest 
and be still. It will prove that Hos. xiii. 14, I will ran- 
som them from the power of the grave: I will redeem 
them from death. O death, I will be thy plagues; O 
grave, I will be thy destruction ;” means that God will be 
the plagues and destruction of men: and when once it is 
established, that death and the grave mean men, as men 
are to be ransomed from the grave and redeemed from 
death, it will follow that men are to be ransomed from 
themselves, and redeemed from themselves.—But there 
is no end to the absurdities which will follow from this’ 
mode of construing the scriptures. . 

- The truth is, that the figure of speech, whereby inan- 
imate things are represented as living, sensible and ra- 
tional persons,.and are addressed as such, is very com- 
mon in scripture. Beside the instances already men- 
tioned, I beg leave to refer to the following: Deut. 
xxxii. 1, “Give ear, O ye heavens,.and I will speak ; 
hear, O earth, the words of my mouth;” Psal. ixv. 12, 
13, ‘* The little hills rejoice on every side. The pas- 
tures—the valleys—shout for joy: they also sing; 
Isai, ly. 12,‘* The mountains and the hills shall break forth 
before you into singing, and all the trees of the field 
shall clap their hands; Hab. ii. 11, “For the stone 
shall cry out of the wall, and the beam out of the timber 
shall answer it ;” Psal. Ixxxix. 12, “ Tabor and Hermon: 
shall rejoice in thy name;” Psal. xevii. 1, “ The Lord 
reigneth, let the earth’ rejoice ; let the multitude of the 
isles be glad thereof;”” Isai. xxiv. 4, “ The earth mourn- 
eth and fadeth’ atvay, the world mourneth, languisheth 
and fadeth awity.’* See also'Psal. xcviii. 8; Isai. xvi. 8 > 
xxxv.'1, 2; xlix. 13; Lev. xviiis 28, &c. &e, 
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Now rejoicing, shouting for joy, singing, breaking 
forth into singing, clapping of hands, crying out, answer- 
ing, mourning, languishing, &c. are certainly in these 
passages applied to inanimate creatures. But they are 
applicable to such creatures, not more naturally and ob- 
viously, than earnest expectation, groaning and travail- 
ing in pain. 

Though the Doctor thinks these expressions not pro- 
perly applicable to any other creatures than mankind; 
yet he himself applies them to mankind in no other 
sense, than that in which they are applicable to the bru- 
tal creation. The sense in which he supposes all man- 
kind long and waat for the manifestation of the sons of 
God, is, that they “groan under the afflictions of this 
world, sensible of its imperfections, and consequently 
desire something better.’ Now the calamities of the 
world fall not on the rational part of it only, but on all 
the animal, sensitive parts, and consequently they, as 
well as mankind, “desire something better.” From 
these calamities and miseries the animal parts of the 
world will be delivered, at the manifestation of the sons 
of God. 1 OE RET 

Further, the inanimate parts of the world, once per- 
sonified, as they are in innumerable instances throughout 
the scriptures, may as properly have the particular per- 
sonal affections, actions and sufferings, of expectation, 
waiting, groaning, travailing, &c. ascribed to them, as any 
other personal affections, actions or sufferings. = 

If any should think it impossible for brates and inani- 
mate matter to enjoy the liberty of the children of God, 
and therefore that it is absurd to represent, that they 
shall be delivered into that liberty: let it be observed, 
that though this would be absurd, while oe a 
sented to be still brutes and inanimate matter 
soon as they are represented to be intelligent 
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the absurdity ceases. There is in this case no more 
absurdity in representing them, as brought into the 
glorious liberty of the children of God after the resur- 
rection, ihan in representing, that they rejoice in the 
manifestation of the divine perfections and in the pre- 
valence of true religion in this world; as is done in the 
passages before quoted. 

Objection. Though there would be no absurdity in 
figuratively representing brutes and inanimate creatures, 
in this world, as rejoicing in the manifestations of divine 
power, wisdom and goodness, yet there is an absurdity 
in the representation, that they shall be brought into 
the liberty of the children of God, after the end of the 
world ; because then they will be annihilated ; and to 
represent that after they shall be annihilated, they 
still enjoy glorious liberty, is a gross inconsistency. 
This is the objection in its full strength—Let us attend 
to it. 

It is not agreed by all writers, that the liberty of the 
children of God mentioned in the 21st verse, means that 
liberty and blessedness which they shall enjoy after the 
resurrection and general judgment; some are of the 
opinion, that it means that liberty which they shall enjoy 
on earth in the latter days, when Christ shall reign on 
earth for a thousand years.* If this be the true sense of 
the apostle, the objection vanishes at once, as the brutal 
and inanimate creation will then be in as. real exis- 
tence, as they are now. ; 
_ Nor is it agreed among writers, that this world will, 

after the general judgment be annihilated. It is the 
opinion of many, and of great authority too, that after 
a purification by fire, it will be restored to a far more 
glorious state, than that in which it is at present, ard will 


~ * See Guise’s Paraphrase in Loc. and Hopkins’s Inquiry con- 
cerming the Future State of the Wicked. Page 101. 
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forever be the place of the residence» of holy and 
happy beings.—lf this be true, the objection agaio: van- 
ishess 

Finally, if it be the real truth, that the brutal and 
material creation will be annihilated, after the general 
judgment, yet there is no absurdity in representing, that 
it shall be brought into the glorious liberty of the 
children of God. Wherein does the liberty of the 
children of God consist? Doubtless in a great measure in 
deliverance from sin, and from the influence of it in . 
themselves and others. So the brutal-and material cre- 
ation, even if it be annihilated, shall be delivered from 
the power, abuse and abominable perversion of wicked 
men, to which it had been long subjected, and under 
which it had long groaned. ‘Therefore this’ creation 
_ introduced as a rational person, may, without impropri- 
ety be represented as earnestly wishing for that deliv- 
erance. And as the deliverance from sin in themselves 
and from the effects of sin in. others, is at least a great 
part of the liberty which the children of God shall ob- 
tain after the general judgment; so the aforesaid deliv- 
erance of the creation may not improperly be calied a 
deliverance into the liberty of the children of God, into 
a similar liberty, a like freedom from the tyranny, 
abuses and perversions of wicked men. Or the sense 
may be a deliverance in, at, or on occasion of, the glo- 
rious liberty of the children of God. The preposition 
eg, is capable of this sense, and then the construction of 
this passage will be, That the creation itself will be 
delivered from the bondage of corruption, at the time, . 
or on occasion, of the glorious ee or deliverance of 
the children of God. . +e SS e 

-2.- Doctor C. further pleads, “ That racaxhiets, the 
whole creation, is never used (one disputed text only ex- 
cepted, Col. i. 15,) to signify more than the whole moral 
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creation, or all mankind.”*—This is a matter of impor- 
tance, and requires particular attentionThe phrase 
ware xjicts is used four times only in all the New Testa- 
ment, beside the instance which is now under consid- 
eration. The places are, Mark xvi. 15,.‘*Go ye into 
all the world and preach the gespel to every creature ;” 
Col. i. 15, “ The first born of every creature;” y. 23, 
‘The gospel which ye have heard, which is preached 
to. every creature, which is under heaven;’ 1 Pet. ii. 
13, “Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for 
‘the Lord’s sake.” 

As to Mark xvi. 15, it is granted, that in that text 
every creature means human creature.—Though -Dr. C. 
says, that Col. i. 15, is disputed; yet he pretends not, 
that every creature here means mankind merely : nor 
does it appear, that the text isin this respect disputed. 
It is indeed disputed, whether raczs xJicews, every creature, 
or rather, all the creation, refer to the new creation, i. e. 
the church, or to the old creation, which was made at 
the beginning of the world. Ii is also,disputed, whether 
Christ be so the first born of all the creation, as to be 
a creature himself; or whether he be the first born in 
this sense only, that he is the heir, the head and Lord of 
_all the creation. IIpwJoJoxes, in our version rendered first- | 
born, is by some rendered /irst creator or producer, which 
gives a still different sense to the passage. But it does 
not appear, that it has ever been contended, that racys 
zliceas “signifies no more than all mankind,” For in 
whatever sense Christ is the first-born of all the creation, 
he is the first-born not only of the human race, but of 
all the creation absolutely. If it be said, that Christ is 
the first-born of all the creation, as he is the first creature 
which was made; this implies, that he was made not 
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before all men only, but before all creatures. If it be 
said, that he is the first-born of all the creation, as he 
was begotten from eternity, and so begotten before all 
the creation; still he was in this sense begotten not 
before all men only, but before all creatures. If it be 
said, that he is the first-born of all the creation, as he is 
the heir, the head, the Lord of all; still in this sense he is 
the first-born not of mankind only, but of all creatures.— 
What right then had Dr. C. to suggest, that it is disputed, 
whether zaczs Jivews in this text “‘ signify more than the 
whole moral creation of this world, or all mankind?” 

The next passage, in which xacw xJieig occurs, is Col. 
i. 23, “* The gospel, which was preached to every crea- 
ture under heaven.”? The Doctor, who was well ac- 
quainted with the original, doubtless recollected, or at 
least, he ought to have examined, and then he would 
have seen, that in the original it is, “ev waey Ty ¢Jiees, in 
all the creation under heaven,” or in all the world. 
Surely the Doctor did not imagine, that the gospel was 
preached within every man. 

The other passage is 1 Pet. ii. 13, ‘‘ Submit yourselves 
to every ordinance of men ;” wary cvSpumwy xfice, every 
human creature. The question is whether these words sig- 
nify all mankind: and the very proposing of the question, 
I presume, suggests the answer. Will any mansay, that 
every Christian is required, either by reason or revela- 
tion, to submit to every indiv dual of the human race, 
whether man, woman or child; and whether the Chris- 
tian be a lord or atenant, a king or a subject ?—Besides ; 
allowing that the phrase as it stands, means the human 
race ; the addition of avSpamrmy to wary xiv shows that 
warn xlires without avépaxwy, would not signify the human 
‘race; otherwise why is it added? If the words in our 
danguage, every creature, mean always every human crea- 
ture, it would be needless in any case to insert the 
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adjective human ; and the very insertion of it would im- 
ply, that the writer or speaker was of the opinion, that 
the bare words every creature, were not certainly limited 
to human creatures, but would most obviously be taken 
ina greater extent.—This text therefore is so far from a 
proof, that “ware xJicis, every creature, is never used in 
ail the New Testament (except in one disputed text) to 
signify more than all mankind ;” that it is a clear proof, 
that it does naturally “‘signify more than all mankind,” 
and to make it sigaify no more, must be limited by a- 
‘Cpamtny human. 

After all, the very drift of the apostle shows, that in 
1 Pet-ii. 13, he was so far from meaning all mankind 
by the expression wary avSparwy xliret, that he meant 
either not one of the human race, or at most but very 
few ; that he meant either human laws and constitutions, 
or buman magistrates, the king as supreme, governors 
who are sent by him, &c. 

Now let the reader judge, whether race xJicis be 
never used in all the New Testament to signify more or 
_ less than all mankind; and whether of the four instances 

in which it occurs, beside this of Rom. viii. it do not in 

every one signify either more or less than all mankind; 
excepting Mark xvi. 15. And it is equally against Dr. 
C’s argument from Rom. viii. whether it be used in other 
places to signify more, or to signify less than all man- 
kind. If it signify more in other places, it may signify 
more in Rom. viii. If it signify less in other places, it 
may signify less in Rom. viii.: and when the apostle 
says, “ the earnest expectation of the creature waiteth 
for the manifestation of the sons of God,” he may mean 
that only believers and true Christians, or the true 
church in all ages, as distinguished from the apostle, and 
first converts, who had the first ob gd of the 3 NE are 
thus waiting, &c. 
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It is further to be observed, that xJicis, creature or crea- 
tion, without xaca, is in the whole New Testament used 
ten times, béside the use of it in Rom. viii.; in no one 
of which does it mean mankind. The places in which 
itis used are all noted in the margin, that the reader 
may examine them for his own satisfaction.* 

In the Septuagint version of the Old Testament, xJicis 
occurs but three times: 2 Chron. xiv. 15, where it is 
translated cattle: Ezra vili. 21; where it is translated 
substance : and Psal. civ. 24, where it is translated riches. 
—In the Apocrypha it is used nine times; and not once 
to signify all mankind and not more or less.f 

But it is time we attend to Dr. C’s other reason for 
understanding the creature to mean all mankind; or at 
least to include all mankind, if it mean aay thing more. 
pei reason is, 

. That “it would be highly i incongruous, to give this 
style” [the whole creation] “to the inferior or less 
valuable part, wholly Ieaving out the most excellent’ 
part, mankind.t—But is there more propriety in calling 
asmall part, though it be the most excellent part, the 
whole creation; than in calling by far the greater part 
the whole, creation, though it be not so excellent? The 
learned men in any nation, are, in some respects, the 
most excellent part of the nation. But would it be more » 
proper to call them, to the exclusion of all the unlearned, 
the whole nation, than to call all the unlearned, to the 
exclusion of the few learned, the whole nation? The few 
truly virtuous and holy persons who love God supremely 
and their nets hoor as themselves, " and who find the 


* Mark x. 63 xiii. 19; sags: 1520, 25 5 2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. 
“vi. 15; Heb. iv. 13; ix. 11; 2 Pet. iii. 4; Rey. iii. 14. 
t The places are, Judith ix. 12; xvi. 14; Wisd. ii. 6; v. 17; 
xvi. 24; xix. 6 Eccl. xvi. 17; xliit. 25; xlix. 16. 
t Page 98. 
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strait gate, are undoubtedly the most excellent part of 
any nation, But would it be more proper te call them 
alone the whole nation, than to cal] the rest alone, the 
whole nation ? Those of the apostolic age, who had the 
first fruits of the-Spirit, were, without doubt the most 
excellent of that generation.. But would it therefore be 
more proper to call them as distinguished from the rest 
of men, that whole generation; than to call the rest of 
men as distinguished from them, that whole generation ? 
—Beside; propriety or congruity of language depends 

~whelly on use. If the words creature, creation and whole 
creation be frequently in scripture used without any 
reference to mankind; then there is no incongruity in 
the same use of the same words, in this eighth chapter 
of Romans: and that this is the use, I appeal to the texts 
before quoted, which are all the texts in which the words 
here translated creature, and the whole creation, are to be 
found in all the scriptures. 

‘II. We are to inquire into the meaning of the expres- 
sion, * manifestation of the sons of God.”—These words, 
“ The earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for 
the manifestation of the sons of God; are thus para- 
phrased by Dr. C. “ The creature, the rational crea- 
iu-e, mankind in general, waits for the time when it 
shall be revealed, that they are the sons of God.”* He 
here takes it for granted, that the word creature means 
mankind. Whether this be a supposition justly founded, 
is now submitted to the reader who has perused what 
has been offered on this subject. 

But even on the supposition that the creature oh mean 
mankind, how strange it is that the waiting of this crea- 
ture for the manifestation of the sons of God, should mean 
that this creature is waiting to be ttself manifested to be 
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the sons of God! Would it not be strange arguing, to say, 
that becawse the Jews waited for the manifestation of 
the Messiah, therefore they waited to have it manifest- 
ed, that they were the Messiah! or that because Simeon 
waited for the manifestation of the consolation of Israel ; 
therefore he waited to have it made apparent, that he 
was the consolation of Israel! Yet either of these expres- 
sions as naturally imports the sense which I have now 
given, as the expression, the creature waiteth for the man- 
ifestation of the sons of God, imports, that the “ crea- 
ture” or race of creatures is waiting to have it “ reveal- 
ed that they are the sons of God.” 

Ill, The meaning of the word “ vanity” next requires 
our attention —By this word Dr. C. understands “ mor- 
tality and all other unavoidable unhappiness and imper- 
fection of this present weak, frail, mortal state.”* Again, 
mankind were subjected to vanity or mortality.”t “God 
subjected mankind to vanity, i. e. the infelcities of this 
life.”{ According to Dr. 'C. then, the vanity here spoken 
of is a natural evil. But it may at least be made a ques- 
tion, whether he be not mistaken, and whether it be not 
a moral evil. The same word, puTeielys, is used twice 
more in the New Testament ; Eph. iv. 17, “ That ye 
henceforth walk, not as other gentiles walk in the vani- 
ty of their mind, having the understanding darkened, 
being alienated from the life of God,” &c.; and 2 Pet. 
ii. 18, “ For when they speak great swelling words of 
vanity.” In these two, the only instances of its use in 
the New Testament, beside the text under consideration, 
it manifestly means not a natural but a moral evil, either 
positive wickedness or at least a sinful deficiency. Is 
not this a ground of presumptien at least, that also in 
Rom. viii. 20, it means a moral evil ? wg ae 
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In the same sense weJaios the adjective from which 
udlaions is derived, is used Jam. i. 26, ‘* This man’s reli- 
gion is vain:” and 1 Pet. i. 18, “ Ye were not redeem- 
ed with corruptible things—from your vain conversa- 
tion.” MaTasooues is also used in the same sense, Rom. 
i. 21; “Became vain in their imaginations and their 
foolish heart was darkened.” Vain and vanity in none 
of these instances signify ‘‘ mortality” or ‘ infelicity ;” 
but either positive sin or sinful deficiency. 

Besides; the very nature of the case shows, that 
vanity in this instance was not used by the apostle, in 
Dr. C’s sense. According to his sense of vanity, the 
apostle under the influence of the Holy Ghost, advances 
this proposition; The human race was made subject to 
‘t mortality, unavoidable unhappiness and imperfection,” 
not willingly. But who ever supposed that the human 
race was made subject to these things willingly ? or that 
any man, or any intelligent being, ever chose to be sub- 
ject to mortality and unhappiness ? This is a proposition 
too insignificant to be advanced by so sensible and grave 
a writer as Paul, and under the inspiration of the Holy 
Ghost too.—The Doctor seems to have been aware of 
this objection to his construction of vanity, and therefore 
supposes the word willingly means, not what is naturally 
understood by it, a voluntary consent of the heart ; but 
that it means, “through some fault,” “by a criminal 
choice.” ‘Therefore 

1V. We are to inquire into the meaning of the word 
willingly.—Is it not at first blush a little extraordinary, 
that willingness must certainly mean a fault, a criminal 
choice? Suppose an historian should say; that Hugh. 
Peters and others who were executed at the restoration of 
Charles the second, were executed not willingly ; must 
we understand him to mean, that they were not execut- 
ed in consequence of any fault of their own ?—The ori- 
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ginal word exw is used once more only in all the New 
Testament, 1 Cor. ix, 1% “If I do this thing” (i.e. 
preach the gospel) “willingly, exov, 1 have a reward: 
but if against my will, xxwy, a dispensation of the gospel 
is committed unte me.’’? According to Dr. C’s construc- 
tion of willingly in Rom. viii. the meaning of the apostle 
is, If I preach the gospel “through some fault of my 
own,” or ‘“*by my own criminal choice,” I have a re- 
ward; but if | do it without any fault or criminal choice 
of my own, a dispensation of the gospel is committed 
unto me. . 
Exovoies derived from exwy, and of the same aiiinen- 
tion, is in the New Testament used in Philem. 14, only; 
“* That thy benefit should not be of necessity, but wii- 
lingly :” which I presume even Dr. C. would not ex- 
pound thus; That thy benefit should not be of necessity, 
but through some fault of thine own.—The adverb, 
exovrias, is used twice in the New Testament, Heb. x. 
26, “If we sin wilfully, afier we have received the 
knowledge of the truth: and 1 Pet. v. 2, Taking the 
oversight thereof, not by constraint but willingly.” To 
the first of these the Doctor in a quotation from Taylor, 
refers, as an authority, to confirm his sense of willingly 
in Rom. viii. But surely both he and Taylor made this 
reference with little consideration; for according to them 
the sense of the verse in Hebrews is this; If after we 
have received the knowledge of the truth, we sin 
“through our own fault,” or ‘“ by our own criminal 
choice.” Did Dr. C. or Dr. T. indeed believe, that we 
ever sin without any fault of our own, or without our 
own criminal choice ?—It is plain, that the meaning of 
Heb. x. 26, is what is well expressed in the translation ; 
If we sin wilfully, not through some inattention, but per- 
tinaciously, after we know the truth, know our duty and 
the proper motives to it; there remaineth no more 
sacrifice for sin. 
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Thus the construction, which Dr. C. gives of willingly, 
as meaning, “through our own fault,” or “ by our own 
criminal choice,” appears to be wholly unsupported by 
any authority ; to be a mere invention to help over the 
difficulty of the supposition, that the inspired apostle 
should advance so trifling a proposition as this; that 
mankind do not choose misery: and also appears to be 
attended with many absurdities. 

The error of that construction further appears from 
this, that if what comes upon us not through our own 
fault, be properly expressed by saying, that we are sub- 
jected to it, not willingly ; then what does come upon 
us through our own fault, may be properly expressed, 
by saying, it comes upon us willingly. At this rate the 
inhabitants of the old world were drowned willingly: 
Sedom and Gomorrah were burnt up willingly: Pharaoh 
was first plagued, and then destroyed in the Red Sea 
willingly: Korah, Dathan and Abiram were swallowed 
up in the earth willingly : Those whom Dr. C. supposes 
to be punished in hell for ages of ages, are punished 
willingly. , “ M 

Neither is it true, in Dr. C’s sense, that mankind are 
made subject to vanity, not willingly: i. e. “ Not. 
through any fault of theirs ;” “not by their own crim- 
inal choice.”—By vanity he understands ‘ mortality,” 
“ and the infelicities of this vain mortal life.’** Therefore 
according to him, men are not made subject to mortality, 
and the infelicities of this life, through any fault of their 
own. Andif so, then death and the various infelicities 
of life are not any evidence, that the subjects of death 
and those infelicities are themselves sinners, or the ob- 
jects of God’s displeasure. But this is contrary to the 
whole current of scriptural representations ; particularly 
to Ps. xc. 3, &c. “ Thou turnest man to destruction, and 
sayest, Return ye children of men.—Thou carriest them 
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away, as with a flood; they are as a sleep. In the 
morning they are like grass, which groweth up; in the 
evening it is cut down and withereth. For they are 
consumed by thine anger, and by thy wrath they are 
troubled. Thou hast set our iniqutties before thee, 
our secret sins in the light of thy countenance. For our 
days are passed away in thy wrath : we spend our days 
as a tale that is told. The days of our years are three- 
score years and ten; and if by reason of strength they 
be fourscore years, yet is their strength labour and sor- 
row: for it is soon cut off, and we fly away. Who 
knoweth the power of thine anger, according to thy 
fear, so is thy wrath. So teach us to number our days, 
that we may apply our hearts to wisdom.” | “ How plain 
and full is this testimony, that the general mortality of 
mankind is an evidence of God’s anger for the sin of those, 
who. are the subjects of such a dispensation ?°* —~ 

But if mortality and the calamities of life be an evi- 
dence of God's anger at the sin of those, who suffer death 
and those calamities; then it is not true, that men in 
. general are subjected to death and those calamities, 
without any fault of their own; but the truth is, that 
they are subjected to them on account of their own sin, 
as this is the very cause of the divine anger,of which 
calamity and death are the effects and tokens, ‘ 

If it should be objected, that to be made subject to 
vanity, in this passage, does not mean, to be’ made actu- 
ally to suffer death and infelicity, or does not include the 
infliction of death and infelicity; but implies mortality 
only, or that constitution whereby men are made mortal 
or liable to death and infelicity: this oljection grants, 


'_* For further proof that temporal deadfi and infelicities came 
on men, on account of their own sins, I beg leave to refer the 
reader to President Edwards’s book on Original Sin, Part I, 
Chap. ii, 
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that death and infelicity are actually inflicted on men on 
account of their own fault or sin; but holds, that the 
sentence of mortality and iableness to infelicity took place 
in consequence of Adam’s sin only. So that according 
to this, the sense of the apostle will be, That the human 
race was put under a sentence of mortality, without any 
fault of their own; yet this sentence was never to be 
executed, but on account of their own fault. And the 
consideration that mankind are put under the sentence 
of mortality, without any fault of their own, is a ground 
‘of hope, that they will be delivered from that sentence 
of mortality. But as the actual infliction of death is on 
account of their own fault, there is no such ground of 
hope, that they will be delivered from death and infe- 
licity themselves.—A mighty privilege this (were it 
possible) to be delivered from. the sentence of death, and 
from mortality, but not from death itself! To be deliv- 
ered from liableness to infelicity, but not from infelicity 
itself! , 

I am not insensible of the absurdity and impossibility 
of such a supposition. But who is answerable for this 
absurdity ? Doubtless the objector himself, who is of the 
opinion, that to be made subject to vanity, is to be under 
the sentence of death, and to be made liable to infelicity, 
but not to suffer death or infelicity. 

The idea, that.to be made subject to vanity, oreleyn, 
means not the state of subjection to vanity, but the act by 
which the creature was subjected: and that dia Jov vaclag- 
ayje means, as Dr. C. says,* by or. through him, who 
subjected it; implies this further absurdity, that the act, 
by which the creature was made subject to vanity, was 
by him who subjected it; or that act was really the act 
of him whose act it was; that he who subjected the 
creature to vanity, really did subject it to vanity —But 
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who will dare to impute such. identical propositions to 
the inspired apostle ? 

V. We at length come to consider Dr. C’s sense of the 
phrase bondage of corruption.—This according to him. is 
synonymous with vanity: Therefore the same obserya- 
tions for substance, which were made concerning \his 
sense of vanity, are applicable to his sense of the bondage 
of corruption. But afew things in particular are worthy 
of remark. Dr. C. says, that in consequence of the sub- 
jection of man “to a frail, mortal, corruptible condition 
—he is upon the foot of mere law, and without the sup- 
position of grace or gospel, in bondage to bodily or animal 
appetites and inclinations.”’* It seems then, that since 
all christianized nations are under not mere law, but grace 
and gospel, they are not in bondage to bodily or animal 
appetites and inclinations, and doubtless for the same 
reason, are not in bondage to any principle of depravity. . 
But is this indeed so, that men under mere law are so 
depraved, as to be in bondage to animal appetites ; but 
as soon as they are placed under the gospel, in the mere 
external dispensation of it, they are no longer the sub- 
jects of any depravity? It seems then, that the natural 
depravity of men depends on their mere external cir- 
cumstances; that while they are without the gospel 
their hearts are in bondage to animal appetites: but as 
soon as they are placed under the gospel, however they 
disregard it, they are free from that bondage. But all 
those nations, to whom Christianity is published, are 
under the gospel; therefore they are already free from 
bondage to animal appetites; and it is absurd for them 
to hope, that they shall be Relversdl from hig: pact of ‘the 
bondage of corruption. papa 
- Beside; Dr. C. says, that * both. thescijeanees of 
bondage” [i. e. bondage to death and bondage to animal 
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appetites] “¢ are certainly included in that vanity the crea- 
ture is subjected to.* Then by the creature Dr. C. 
must mean, not the whole moral creation, or all man- 
kind including those nations and individuals to whom 
the gospel is made known: because they are not under 
mere law, and therefore according to him are not sub- 
jected to that part of vanity which consists in bondage 
to animal appetites. Yet he abundantly holds, that all 
men are subjected to vanity, which certainly includes, 
according to him, bondage to animal appetites. 

_» According to Dr. C. vanity includes bondage to bodily 
or animal appetites. Yet mankind are subjected to 
vanity not through any fault or crime of their own. 
But is itnot a fault or crime in any man, to be governed 
by his bodily appetites, or to be in bondage to them? 
With what truth or consistency then could he bold, that 
“men are subjected to vanity not through any fault or 
crime of their own, and that therefore their subjection 
to vanity'is a ground of hope of deliverance from it ; 
when the very state of subjection to vanity is a very 
great fault or crime? Can a fault or crime be a ground 
of hope of impunity, or of the divine favour ? 

But perhaps it may be pleaded, that though the state 
of subjection, or the being subject to vanity, implies a 
fault; yet the act of subjecting, or the act by which man- 
kind were subjected, to vanity, is not through, or on ac- 
count of any previous fault of mankind in general ; and 
this is the ground of hope that they shall be delivered. 
If this be the meaning of Dr. C. it comes to this. That 
because mankind are, in consequence of Adam’s sin, not 
their own personal sin, subjected by God to frailty, mor- 
tality, bodily: appetites and sin; therefore they do not 
_ deserve to be left without hope of deliverance: the 
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divine perfections do not admit of it: it would not be 
just: at least it would be ahard case. Otherwise where 
is the ground of hope of deliverance? No promise is 
pleaded as the ground of this hope. The only pretend- 
ed ground of hope in this argument is, that mankind 
were subjected to vanity, not through any fault of their 
own: as in the following passage; ‘*For if mankind 
were subjected toa state of suffering, not through any 
wilful disobedience which they themselves had been per- 

~sonally guilty of, it is congruous to reason to think, that 
they should be subjected to it not finally—but with room 
for hope that they should be delivered from it: and was 
it not for this hope, it cannot be supposed—it would be 
a reflection on the—benevolence of the Deity to sup- 
pose, that they would have been subjected to it.”* But 
if this subjection to vanity by God be perfectly just, 
what right have we to expect, that God will deliver all 
men from the consequences of it? Have we a right, 
without a divine promise to expect, that God will suffer 
none of the sinful race of men, to bear the consequences 
of a just and wise constitution? And would it be a reflec- 
tion on the Deity, not to expect this? 

So that this whole argument of Dr. C. implies that 
God in subjecting mankind, on account of Adam’s sin, 
“toa state of suffering,” made an’ unjust constitution. 
Yet Dr. C. himself abundantly —— that this is a ane 
constitution of God.’ 

At the same time, it is implied in all thiay that if m man- 
kind had been thus subjected to vanity, in consequence 
of their own personal sin; they might justly have been 
left without hope. Thus: it is really granted by Dr. C. 
after all his labour to prove the contrary, that the per- 
sonal sins of men, deserve a hopeless state of suffering. 
And the whole question in the present view of it, comes 
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io this, Whether the personal actual sins of mankind, 
under the present divine constitution, be real sins, and 
deserve the punishment justly due to sin: or whether 
these sins be not excusable, because they are the estab- 
lished consequence of Adam’s transgression ,and not the 
consequence of their own voluntary act. Or in other 
words, whether the moral evil of any action consist in 
the nature of the action itself, or in its cause or antece- 
dents. Of this question I should be very willing to enter 
into the discussion, were it necessary : but as it has been 
0 particularly considered by another author, I beg leave 
to refer to him.”* I beg the reader’s patience how- 
ever, while I make only one or two brief observations, 

If the present actions of mankind be excusable, because 
they are the conseqyence of Adam’s transgression and 
not of their own previous sinful actions or volitions, in 
the first instance ; it will follow that there is no sin or 
moral evil in the world, nor ever has been. All the 
present actions of men, if they be excusable, are no 
moral evil. The same is true of all the actions of men 
ever since the fall of Adam. And even Adam’s trans- 
gression itself is no moral evil; for this did not take 
place in consequence of any previous criminal choice or 
action; because by supposition, that transgression was 
the firstesin committed by man. Whatever transgres- 
sion he first committed, is the very transgression of 
which we are speaking: and it is absurd to talk of a sin 
previous to the first sin. - 

_ Concerning Dr. C’s idea, that matteind are subjected 
to mortality, infirmity, and the influence of bodily appe- 
tites, on account of Adam’s sin only, without any regard 
to their personal sins; and that this subjection was the 
cause and occasion of all the actual transgressions and 


* President Edwards's Enquiry into Freedom of Will through- 
gut; particularly Part jy. Sect. j. b 
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temporal calamities of the posterity of Adam; it may be 
observed ; 

- 1. That for reasons already given,* it appears not to be 
true, that mortality and the calamities of life are brought 
on men on account of Adam’s sin merely, without regard 
to the personal demerit of those who suffer them. 

2. That the human race was indeed, in the sentence 
of God on Adam, subjected to infirmity and mortality : 
but it was no more subjected to these, than it was to 
depravity and sin. At least to assert the contrary would 
be to beg an important point in dispute : and to be sure, 
Dr. C. could not with any consistency assert the eon- 
trary. He holds throughout this, and all his other 
works, thai the human race is subjected to infirmity on 
account of Adam’s sin, and the Doctor’s idea of this infir- 
mity amounts to a proper moral depravity of nature. 
All that is meant, or that needs to be meant, by the 
moral depravity natural to mankind, in this fallen state, 
so far as that depravity is distinct from actual sin, is some- 
thing in our nature, which universally leads to actual 
sin. Whether this something exist primarily in the body 
and bodily appetites, or primarily in the soul, is perfectly 
immaterial, so long as it is an unfailing source of actual 
sin, as Dr. C, manifestly considers it.} In his Five Disser- 
tations he is very explicit and abundant in this matter. 
His words are, ‘In consequence of the operation of 
appetites and inclinations seated in our mortal bodies, 
we certainly shall, without the interposition of grace— 
do that—the doing of which will denominate us the cap- 
tives of sin and the servants of corruption.”{  “ He? [the 
apostle] ‘“ ascribes it to the flesh, by means of the over- 
bearing influence of its propensities in this, our present 
mortal state, that—we do that which our minds disap- 
prove ;’§ and in many other passages to the same effect. 

pr See page,190, f,See page 45, de. £ Page 277. ¢ Ibid. - 
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~So that Dr. C. really, though it seems undesignedly, 
held, that moral depravity of nature comes upon all man- 
kind, on account of Adam’s sin: and his favourite con- 
struction of Rom. v. 12; ** And so death passed upon all 
men, for that’’ (or as he will have it, whereupon, tw conse- 
quence of which) ** all have sinned ;” comes to this only; 
that on account of Adam’s sin, a divine sentence was de- 
nounced on the whole human race, dooming it to a state 
of moral depravity ; in consequence of which moral de- 
pravity all men commit actual sin. What then has the 
Doctor gained by the construction of this passage, which 
he has laboured so hardly in this and his other works to 
establish ; and in which he claims to be an orginal; and 
which perhaps is the only particular in his whole book, 
with respect to which he has a right to set up this 
claim? It is also curious to see a gentleman of Dr. C’s 
abilities, both opposing and defending with all his might, 
the native moral depravity of human nature ! 

Reasons have been already given, why willingly ought 
to be understood not to mean through the fault of a per- 
son ; but in its original proper sense, with the consent of 
a person. If those reasons be sufficient, there is a fur- 
ther difficulty in Dr. C’s construction of this passage, 
especially of the 20th verse. According to his construc- 
tion of xJie«, creature, the apostle declares, that mankind 
are subject to their bodily appetites, and so to sin, not 
willingly, not with their own consent. But is it possible, 
that men should be subject to bodily appetites, and 
should commit actual, personal sin, without their own 
consent ?—If, to evade this observation, it be said, that 
they are however by the act of God, without any pre- 
vious consent of their own, subjected to frailty, mortali- 
ty, bodily appetites, and so to sin; this would be mere 
trifling. Who ever imagined, that God first waited for 
the consent of mankind, and having obtained their ¢on- 

29* 
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sent, established the constitution, by which they became 
mortal, frail, subject to the influence of their bodily ap- 
petites and sotosin? ~ . 

After all, Dr. C’s exposition of this paragraph in Rom. 
viii. ts by no means, even on his own principles, a proof 
of universal salvation. His translation of those mest im- 
portant words in the 20th and 21st verses, is this, ‘* The 
creature was subjected to vanity, not willingly; but by 
the judicial sentence of him, who subjected it, in conse- 
quence of a previous hope, that even this very creature 
should be delivered from its slavery of corruption into 
the glorious liberty of the children of God.” So that 
the utmost, which this passage teaches, according to his 
own account, is, that mankind may now hope, that they 
shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into 
the glorious liberty of the children of God. But whatif _ 
there be a foundation to hope that this will be the case ? 
Does it thence follow, that this hope will certainly be 
fulfilled? In consequence of the death of Cirist and the 
proclamation of the gospel, there is a door of hope set 
open to all men. But does it hence follow, that all men 
will certainly enter in at this door, and secure the bles- 
sings for which there is a foundation to hope? Dr. C. 
would doubtless grant, that there is a door of hope open- 
ed to mankind in general, that they may be saved imme- 
diately after death. Yet he would not pretend, that this 
hope is realized. God delivered the Israelites out of 
Egypt in such'a manner, as gave hope that even that 
generation would enter the promised land. Yet this 
‘hope was not fulfilled—Therefore, though it should be 
granted, that God hath subjected mankind to vanity in 
hope, that they shall be delivered from it, into the glori- 
ous liberty of the children of God, it would by no means 
follow, that all men will be saved: and Dr. C.is entirely 
mistaken, when he says, “ Mankind universally is ex« 
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pressly made, in the 21st verse, the subject of this glo- 
rious immortality.”** No such thing is expressly said, 
and in these words he contradicts his own paraphrase of 
that verse, in which he pretends no more, than that 
there is a foundation for hope, that mankind shall attain 
to a glorious-immortality. 

In the preceding remarks on Dr. C’s construction of 
this passage, the sense, which I suppose to be the true 
one, hath,been sufficiently expressed. Yet it may be 
proper here briefly to repeat it— The earnest expecta- | 

- tion of the creation waiteth for the manifestation of the 
sons of God. For the creation is ‘subject to that use to 
which it is applied by sinful men, which, as to the end 
of its existence, the divine glory, is in its own natural 
tendency, vain and unprofitable, and in many respects 
positively sinful; I say, to this it is subject not volunta- 
rily, but on account of him, for the sake of his glory 
(di governing the accusative) or for the accomplishment 
of the mysterious, but wise and glorious purposes of him, 
who subjected the same in hope, that this same creation 

_ shall be delivered from this unprofitable and sinful use, 
which may justly be considered as a state of bondage to 
it, into a liberty, in several important respects, similar 

_ to that of the children of God; or at least shall be de- 
livered at the time, when the children of God shall be 
admitted to the enjoyment of their most glorious liberty- 
For we know, that the whole creation groaneth and 
travaileth in pain together until now, by reason of that 
vile abuse and perversion, which is made of it by sinful 
men, and through desire of that deliverance just men- 

* tioned, and in due time to be granted it. 

__ Beside the observations on particular parts of Dr. C’s 
construction of Rom. viii. some more general remarks 
occur.—One is, that his construction implies, that the 
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divine law is unjust, and cannot be executed consistently 
with justice. He says,* that man on the foot of mere 
law, without grace, is in bondage to bodily appetites : 
therefore on the foot of mere law, without grace, there 
is no hope for him. And he speaks} of the case of man- 
kind as remediless, without the grace manifested in 
Jesus Christ. Yet in the same page he says, “It is the 
thought, that mankind were subjected to suffering, not 
remedilessly, but with an intention of mercy,” and “ it. 
is this thought only, that can reconcile the unavoidable 
sufferings of the race of men, as occasioned by the lapse 
of Adam, with the perfections of God.” So that God 
made a law, which could not be executed, consistently 
with his perfections, and he was obligated in justice to 
shew mercy through Christ, to mankind. By mere law 
men were remediless, and if they had been suffered to 
remain in that remediless state, as they would have re- 
mained in it without Christ and the gospel, such a dis- 
pensation could not have been reconciled with the per- 
fections of God. Therefore the divine law cannot be 
reconciled with justice, or with the perfections of God. 
According to Dr. C. vanity included in it bondage to 
bodily appetites, as well as bondage to death.{ There- 
fore, as God could not consistently with his perfections, 
subject mankind to vanity, without an intention of mer- 
cy ;) and as it would be a reflection on the Deity, to sup- 
pose, that he has subjected mankind to vanity, without 
hope of deliverance :|| therefore on these principles, God 
could not consistently with his perfections and character, 
avoid giving mankind a ground of hope of deliverance 
from sin, or he could not withhold the grace of the gos- 
pel: but he was obliged in justice to his own character, 
to deliver men from both sin and the ain os this 
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life, and it may be presumed, that Dr. C. would have 
consented to add, and from the sufferings of hell too. 
Where then is the grace of the gospel, and of the gift 
of Christ ? In the gift of Christ, in the institution of the 
gospel, and in every thing pertaining to it, so far as was 
necessary to our deliverance from sin and punishment, 
God has done no. more than was necessary to save his 
own character from reflections and reproach. 

. It may be further remarked, that Dr. C.* argues, that 
because men are subjected to a state of suffering, not 
‘through their own personal disobedience ; “‘ it is congru- 
ous to reason to think, that, they should be subjected to 
it, not finally.” .But why does he say, “not finally ?”” 
He might with the same strength of argument have said, 
not at all. The calamities of this life, with temporal 
death, are inflicted on mankind, either as a punishment, 
or as sovereign and wise dispensations of Providence. If 
they be inflicted as a punishment, without any sin, by 
which the subjects deserve them, they are as real an in- 
jury as endless misery would be, if it were inflicted as a 
punishment, in like manner without any sin, by which it 
should be deserved. And if God do indeed injure his 
creatures in a less degree, he is an injurious being: and 
what security have we concerning such a being, that he 
will not injure them in the highest possible degree ’—So 

that if God be a just being, as it is agreed on all hands, 
that he is, it is equally ‘*congruous to reason to think,” 
that he would not subject his creatures to a temporary 
state of suffering, as a punishment, without any sin, by 
which they deserved it, as that he would not subject 
them to a state of final suffering. / 
If it be said, that death and the calamities of life are 
not a punishment of mankind, but mere sovereign, wise 
dispensations of Providence; this supposition opens a 
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door for endless misery. For how do we know, that the 
same sovereign wisdom, which is now supposed to inflict 
temporary evils on mankind, may not also see fit to in- 
flict on them endless evils ? 

According to Dr. C. men are by a divine nosatiigtion 
subjected to vanity including mortality, infelicity and 
bondage to bodily appetites. But why was this constitu- 
tion made? Was it made for the greater happiness of 
every individual, or of the system, or of both? Which 
ever of these answers be given, it will follow, that evil, 
both natural and moral is subservient to good; and is in 
troduced, if not in the first instance of Adam’s transgres- 
sion, yet in every other instance, by the positive design 
and constitution of God, Evil therefore both natural and 
moral, makes a part of the scheme of God, takes place 
by his constitution, and is subject to his control? What 
then becomes of the scheme of self-determining power, © 
fer which Dr. C. is so. zealous an advocate? And here 
how justly may many passages in Dr. C’s writings be re- 
torted? Particularly the following; “If men’s volitions 
and their consequent effects, are the result of invariable 
necessity in virtue of some exterior causes so inviolably 
connected, as that they will and must come to pass, the 
author of this connexion, which according to this plan is 
God, is the only efficient and real author of whatever 
has been, or shall hereafter be brought into event; not 
excluding any of the most complicated villanies that 
have been, or may be perpetrated by any of the sons of 
Adam. Is this a scheme of thoughts fit to be embraced 
by intelligent creatures ?”* i * M 

Beside, if this constitution were made for sengrenster 
happiness of every individual, then every individual is 
more happy than he would have been, if he had not been 
subjected to vanity ; and then there is no such thing as 


* Benevolence of the Deity, page 136, 
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punishment in the subjection to vanity, or in any of its 
consequences; nor any foundation, with a view to the 
private interest of any mang to regret any of tie baie 
of this life, or of that which is to come. 

It does not however appear to be fact, that every indi- 
vidual is in this life rendered more happy, by the evils 
which he suffers here: and to say that he will be ren- 
dered by them more happy on ihe whole hereafier, 
neither appears _to be fact, nor to be capable of proof. 
How will any man prove, that the Sodomites will on the 
whole be more happy, than Enoch and Elijah, who 
never tasted death? 

If all men be subjected to vanity, to promote not their 
personal good, but the good of the system, and the good 
of individuals be given up to this end; why may we not 
in the same way account for endless punishment ?—If it 
be not consistent with the divine perfections to subject 
men to suffering, unless it issue in their personal good; 
then it is not consistent with the divine perfections to 
punish at all, either in this world, or the future. 


+ 


— 
‘CHAPTER XI. 


CONTAINING REMARKS ON DR. C’S ARGUMENTS FROM COL. I. 195 
20; EPH. 1. 10, AND 1 Tim. I. 4, 
"Tne first of those texts is: “For it pleased the Father; 
that in him all fullness should dwell. And having made 
peace by the blood of the cross, by him to reconcile all 
things unto himself: by him, I say, whether they be 
things in earth, or things in heaven.”— Dr. C’s sense of 
this. passage is this: ** It pleased the Father—by Jesus 
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Christ—to change back all things to himself—to change 
the state of this lower world, of the men and of the 
things, whether they be on earth, orin the aerial heaven, 
that encompasses it.” It was his opinion, that. to recon- 
cile all these things, is to rechange their state, or bring 
them back to that state they were.originally in.* With 
reference to mankind, he says,{ ‘‘ By Christ their state 
was changed back, they were absolutely brought back 
to the condition they would have been in, had it not deen 
for the lapse; what I mean is, that they were absolutely 
and unconditionally put into salvable circumstances.”’— 
But what follows from all this? One would think Dr.-C. 
had forgotten himself. Supposing all this were granted, 
would it follow, that all men will be saved? That be- 
cause they are in salvable circumstances, therefore their 
actual salvation will be effected ?. No, no more than from 
the original state of Adam, it followed that he would 
never fall. He was indued with»a power to stand: he 
was in such circumstances, that he might have continued 
in his original innocence. Yet he fell. .So, though it 
be granted, that all mén are by Christ put into salvable 
circumstances, yet through their obstinate impenitence 
and unbelief they may fail of this great salvation.— 
Doubtless Dr. C. believed, that by +Christ' the state of 
mankind is so changed, that they are all salvable, or may 
be. saved, immediately after the end of this world. But 
this notwithstanding, he believed also, that a great part 
of mankind would die impenitent, and that none of them 
would be saved within a thousand years of the end of 
this world, and some of them not till after ages of ages. 
But in aid of his argument from this, passage, the Doc- 
tor brings in again, Rom. v. 10, “For if when we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his 
son; much more being reconciled, we shall be saved, by 
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his life.’ I have formerly remarked on the Doctor’s 
use of this passage; and need not repeat those remarks. 
It may be observed, however, that the manner of his ap- 
plying this passage to strengthen his argument from Col. 
i. 20, really implies, that this last text taken by itseif, con- 
tains no argument at all, and therefore ought never to 
have been introduced as a proof. Whatever force there 
is in it, to prove universal salvation, depends entirely, 
according to Dr. C’s stating of the matter, on Rom. v. 
10, which has been considered already.—So that if his 
sense of Col. i. 20, be true, it does nothing towards prov- 
ing the salvation of all men. 

I do not however mean to suggest, that Dr. C’s sense 
is, in my opinion, the true one. It is impossible, that all 
things should be brought back, in all respects, to their 
original state. All mankind cannot now live in the gar- 
den of Eden. It cannot be again fact, that all the know- 
ledge of God possessed by men, should be such as is de- 
rived from either the works of creation and providence, 
or from immediate intercourse of God and angels with 
men. Nor can it be ever again true, that God is propi- 
tious to men immediately, without a mediator. In these, 
and perhaps many other respects, mankind cannot be 
changed back to their original state. But if once the 
advocates for universal salvation admit of limitations, 
and say, that all things will however be brought to their 
original state in many respects, the believers in endless 
punishment too must be allowed to apply their limita- 
tions ; and they will allow, that as the original state wasa 
state of order, regularity and due subordination, wherein 
every person and thing were in their proper places; 
so in this sense all things will finally be brought back to 
_ their original state, and order will be again restored to 
" the universe. 

23 


262 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


Nor does the verb amxalarx7w signify in general to 
change any thing back to its former state. For instance, 
if two men had been long and habitual enemies to each 
other; and if having for a while become friends, they 
should return to their former enmity ; 1 believe no critic 
in the Greek language would think this return to their 
enmity, would be properly expressed by amoxalaarz]1e, 
‘ reconcile. When the Jews were brought home from the 
Rabylonish captivity, they were changed back to their 
former state. - But is this en ever eso by 
comonet] arc] 1a, reconcile ? 

This verb is never used in the New Testament, but 
to signify a change, whereby those who were at enmity, 
become friends. This observation is true of all those 
words of the same derivation, on which Dr. C. criticises 
so abundantly from page 128, to 142. It is therefore 
not applicable to all the things on this earth, and in the 
aerial heaven, unless it be by the figure prosonopoeia. 
By that figure indeed every thing animate and inanimate 
may be said to be alienated from man, in consequence 
of his sin; and to be reconciled to him in consequence 
of the blood of the cross, and of the return of man to 
God throngh Christ. But if this were the idea of Dr. C. 
he should have given up his objection to the sense of 
Rom. viii. 19, &c. given by the believers in endless pun- 
ishment; and at the same time he would have virtually 
given up his own sense of that passage. 

It is strange, that Dr. C. as well as the translators of 
the Bible, should render the words ei¢ ##Joy in Col. i. 20, 
unto himself. Inthe preceding verse we have ev evJw'; in 
the 20th verse we have 0v’ av)ov, clavpou avjov, and agains 
ov avjov. Now itseems very odd, that in this multiplied 
use of avJes in its various cases, one instance only should 
be selected from the rest, and rendered /imself, mean- — 
ing the Father, and in all the other instances it should 
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be referred toChrist. No person without prepossession, 
construing this passage, would render it in that manner. 
It is altogether unnatural to suppose; but that «vJos refers 
to the same person in all these instances, and ought to 
be rendered accordingly. 

It is further to be observed concerning azoxalarrx] le 
and x¢Jaaaarro, that in all instances in which they occur 
in the New Testament, in the Septuagint and in the 
Apocrypha, the person to whom the subject of the pro- 
position is said to be reconciled, is never once express- 
ed in the accusative case governed by the preposition 
«¢; but is always expressed in the dative case. Hence 
it may be inferred that es ast in Col. i. 20, does not 
mean the person to whom all things in heaven and earth 
are reconciled: but that it means, that all things in 
heaven and earth are reconciled to each other, into him: 
i. e. so as to be brought into Christ, to be united under 
him as their head, and be interested in the common advan- 
tages and blessings of his glorious kingdom. 

To be in Christ is a common phrase of the New Tes- 
tament to express subjection to Christ, and an interest 

in the blessings of his kingdom ; and to be reconciled into 
Christ, may mean to become united to him by faith, to 
become subject to him in obedience, and to be interested 
in all the blessings of his kingdom.* _ 

By sin angels and men, Jews and Gentiles, rai 
alienated from each other; and men in general, by the 
predominancy of self-love, became virtually enemies to 
each other. Now it pleased the Father to reconcile by 
Jesus Christ, angels and men, Jews and Gentiles to each 
other, and to diffuse by his grace a spirit of benevolence 
among them, whereby they should love their neighbour 
as themselves. And as to the universal term all things, 


-)* Whether this criticism on the words ss avJov, be just or not, 
it affects not the main question of the salvation of all men. =~ 
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we. cannot take it in its literal and utmost extent, unless 
by the figure before mentioned, which Dr. C. cannot ad- 
mit, without giving up what he most earnestly contends 
for, in his comment on Rom. viii. 19, &c. But if we 
once admit a limitation of that universal term, every one 
must be allowed to propose his own limitation, and some 
doubtless will insist, that it extends to angels and to be- 
lievers only from among men: as it is said, that all 
Judea, and all the region round about Jordan, were bap- 
tized by John: all men counted John that he was a pro- 
phet: all men came to Christ, John iii. 26. 

But if we should allow, that all things in heaven and 
earth include all mankind; still even in this extent it is 
true, that it pleased the Father to reconcile all things ; 
but in such a sense, as not to imply the salvation of all 
men. This is true in the same sense, in which God 
hath no pleasure in the death of the wicked, Ezek. 
xxxili. 11; or in the death of him that dieth, chap. 
xviii. 32; in the same sense in which God was unwilling 
to give up Ephraim, Hos. xi. 8; and in the same sense 
in which Christ was unwilling to give up the inhabitants 
of Jerusalem, and would have gathered them together, 
as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings;~ 
though they would not.—The destruction of the sinner 
is not in itself agreeable to God; as the punishment of a 
child is not in itself agreeable to a good parent. Yet as 
a good parent may, to secure the general good of his 
family, punish a disobedient child; so God, to secure 
the general good of his kingdom, may punish a rebellious 
creature. As the good parent who, to prevent that pun- 
ishment to which his disobedient and apostate child must, 
_ going on in his disobedience, be subjected, uses all proper 
means to reclaim him; may be said to be pleased with 
the idea of his — ; so the Deity who uses all proper 
means to reclaim all mankind, and to reconcile them to 
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one another, may be said to be well pleased with the 
idea of this reconciliation, or to choose to reconcile all 
men to one another, and to bring them into Christ. In 
itself it is the object of his choice and complacency.—In 
this sense it pleased the Father to reconcile all things: 
it was what pleased him. . 

On the whole it appears, that if Dr. C’s sense of this 
passage be the true one, it affords no proof at all of uni- 
versal salvation ;—That his construction of it is far less 
favourable to that doctrine, than that which seems to be 
holden forth by our translation ;—That if this last con- 
struction be adopted, still it would be no real proof of uni- 
versal salvation, for two reasons; (1) That the universal 
term must be limited, and therefore may be so limited 
as to comprehend angels and believers only of all na- 
tions. (2) That even if the universal term be extend- 
ed to all mankind, still the text is eapable of a construc- 
tion both rational and analogous to other passages of 
scripture, which yet does by no means imply universal 
salvation. And the sequel of the apostle’s discourse 

favours this last construction, implying, that it pleased 
the Father, or was in itself pleasing to the Father, to 
reconcile al) men, on the terms of the gospel, and not abso- 
lutely, as Dr. C. supposes. The sequel is, ‘And you 
that were sometime alienated and enemies in your mind 
by wicked works, yet now hath he reconciled—to pre- 
sent you holy and unblameable and unreproyable in his 
sight: if ye continue in the faith grounded and settled, 
and be not moved away from the hope of the gospel. ”— 
Will any man pretend, but that this implies, that if they 
did not continue in the faith, they would not be present- 
“ed unblameable in the sight of God?—But this is far 
from the doctrine which teaches, that all mankind, 
whether believers or unbelievers, whether they con- 


tinue in the faith or not, shall be saved, 
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_ Before I quit this part of the Doctor’s book, | shal! 
add one remark more, In his comment on this, Col. i. 
20, and on Rom. y. 10, he takes great pains to make out 
a double reconciliation to be taught by the apostle Paul. 
“The one,” he says, ‘*means that change of state all 
men are absolutely brought into by the death of Christ ; 
and is opposed to the condemnation through the lapse of 
the one man Adam. The other is that change of state, 
which is connected with an actual meetness for, and pre- 
sent interest in, eternal life."* But these two recon- 
ciliations are really but one ; for the definition which the 
Doctor himself gives of the latter, perfectly agrees with 
the former. He abundantly holds, that “ that change 
of state, into which all men are brought by the death of 
Christ,” ‘is connected with an actual meetness for, 
and present interest in, eternal life;” and his whole 
scheme implies this: otherwise »there is no certainty, 
that all men will be saved, in consequence of the death 
of Christ. The Doctor himself, in the very next sen- 
tence to that just quoted, allows, that the former recon- 
ciliation is connected in the scheme of God, with the lat- 
ter, and will finally issue in it. Now, if his first kind of 
reconciliation be connected with that kind, which is con- 
nected with actual meetness for, and present interest 
in, eternal life; then that first kind of reconciliation is 
itself connected with actual. meetness for, and present 
interest in, eternal life. If Jacob be connected with 
Isaac, and Isaac be connected with Abrohaum, then Jacoh 
too is connected with Abraham, 
_ Let us now attend to the Docior’s argument from Eph. 
i. 10; ‘* That in the dispensation of the fullness of times, 
he might gather together in one, all things in Christ, 
both which are in heaven, and which are on earth, 
even in him.”—On this text the Dos aan “ By 
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means of the lapse, and what has been consequent there- 
upon, all things-in heaven and on earth, were got into a 
broken, disjointed, disorderly state ; and the good piea- 
sure of God to reduce them from their present sepa- 
rated, disorderly state, into one duly-subjected and well 
subordinated whole, may very fitly be signified by the 
phrase, avaxiPuruimoarbas le weve, to gather together in 
one all things. And this I take to be the thing intend- 
ed here.”* But what is this to the purpose of the sal- 
vation of all men? It is granted on all hands, that by 

the lapse, all things relating to men, got into a broken, 
disjointed, disorderly state ; and that it is the good plea- 
sure of God to reduce them from their present separat- 
ed, disorderly state, into one duly-subjected, well subor- 

- dinated whole, under Christ as their head; and that this 
is the thing intended by the apostle in this passage. «But 
if the Doctor supposed, that this implied the repentance 
and salvation of all men, it was but a mere supposition 
without proof. 

Suppose a rebellion be excited in the kingdom of a 
most wise and good prince, and this rebellion extend far 
and wide, so as to throw the whele kingdom into confu- 
sion. At length the king’s son, at the head of his armies, 
subdues the rebels, pardons the generality, sentences 
the leaders, some to the gallows, others to perpetual im- 
prisonment: and thus restores peace, tranquillity, good 
order and government. Is not a well subjected and duly 
subordinated state of things in that kingdom now restor- 
ed and established, although those rebels who are con- 
fined in prison, still retain their rebellious tempers, and 
are not ina state of happiness ? 

Nor does Dr. C. pretend to point out how a well 
subordinated state of things proves the salvation of all 

men; unless it be in the following and other passages 
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not more conclusive: “If God created all men—by 
Jesus Christ, we may easily collect hence, how he comes _ 
to be their common Father—and if they are his children, 
how fit, proper and reasonable it is, that they should be” 
fellow-heirs to, and joint partakers in, that happy state, 
which he has proposed shall take place,” &c.* It seems 
then that Eph. i. 10, proves that all men will be saved, 
not by any thing contained in the text itself, but because 
all men are the creatures of God. “The argument is 
this: All men are the creatures of God, therefore that 
well subjected and duly subordinated state of things, 
which is to be effected by Jesus Christ, implies the sal- - 
vation of all men. It seems then that that well subject- 
ed and duly subordinated state of things, does not of 
itself imply the final salvation of all men, and therefore 
this’ text is introduced with no force of argument. Dr. 
C. might have argued just as forcibly thus, All men are 
the creatures of God, therefore all men will be saved. 
But as to this argument it is entirely different a a 
j. 10, and hath been already considered. | 

We are, in the last place, to attend to Dr. ©’s tpt 
ment from 1 Tim. ii. 4; “Who will have all men to be 
saved, and come to the knowledge of the trath.”—The 
questions concerning the meaning of this text, are, as 
Dr. C. justly observes, two; (1) Who are mean-nyeefl 
men; whether all men individually, or generically. (2) 
Is there a certain connexion between God’s willing, that 
all men should be saved, and their actual salvation. ~~ 

1. Who are meant by all men, whether all men indi- 
vidually, or generically —Dr. C. gives two reasons, why 
this expression should be understood of a men individu- 
ally. ‘ ee Ue aes 

“(1) “ That God’s vill tines that all anita 
saved, is brought in as an argument to enforce the duty 
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of praying for all men,”* mentioned in the first and 
second verses. The Doctor takes for granted, that it is 
our duty to pray for all men individually ; and then con- 
cludes, that all men individually are those, whom God 
wills should be saved. But it is by no means true, that 
we are to pray for all men without exception. The 
apostle John expressly mentions a sin unto death, and for 
those who commit that sin we are not to pray ; 1 Johnv. 
16,17. Our blessed Saviour not only did not in fact pray 
for the world, but openly and in the most solemn manner 
-avowed the omission; John xvii. 9. And the prophet 
Jeremiah was forbidden by God, to pray for the Jews, for 
their good; Jer. xiv. 11. So that when the apostle in 
the first verse of the context now under consideration, 
exhorts to pray for all men, we must of necessity, as we 
would not set the scripture at variance with itself, under 
stand him to mean not all individuals without exception. 

Beside, if it were our duty to pray for all individuals, 
it may not have been the design of the apostle in thig 
passage to inculcate this duty. The Jewish converts to 
christianity were full of prejudices against the Gentiles, 
and above all, against the Gentile kings, and those, under 
whose authority they were; and who, in their opinion, 
had no right to exercise authority over their nation. 
Therefore with the utmost propriety does the apostle 
give the exhortation contained in the first and second 
verses of this context, though he meant no more, than that 
Christians should pray for the Gentiles of every nation, 
as well as for the Jews, and especially for kings and 
rulers among the Gentiles. 

(2) The other reason given by Dr. C. why all men 
should be understood of all men individually, is the rea- 
eon given, why God desires the salvation of all men, viz. 
that there is one God, and one mediator between God 
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and men. ‘ This,” he says, ‘is a reason, which ex- 
tends to all men” individually, ‘+ without limitation.” 
Very true; and it is a reason, which extends to all men 
generically too: and therefore is a very good. reason, 
why we should pray for the salvation of men ofall 
nations; nor is there any thing in this reason, whiclr 
proves, that the apostle meant, that all men individually 
would be saved. 

As to Dr. C’s reasoning in the following passage ;* 
** God is as truly the God of one man, as of another; and 
there is therefore the same reason to think, that he 
should be desirous of the salvation of every man, as of 
any man” it is by no means allowed to be conclusive. 
It depends on this postulate, which is a begging of the 
question: That God cannot give existence and other 
common benefits to a man, and not save him. I might 
with the same force argue thus; God is.as truly the God 
of one man, as of another; therefore there is the same 
reason to think, that he should be desirous of the tem- 
poral prosperity of every man, asof some men. Itisno 

_more granted, and therefore ought no more to be assert- 
ed, without proof, that salvation is connected with this 
circumstance, that God is a God to every man, in the 
sense in which it is granted, that he isa God to every 
man, than that temporal prosperity is compegiods with 
that circumstance. —e 

Further, that all men indisidnallis are pares he ad 
C. argues from this, that the apostle says, “ There is one 
mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus,” 
The Doctor says, that the man Jesus mediates between 
God and men universally. , If hy the mediation of Jesus, 
the Doctor meant such a mediation as will certainly 
issue in the salvation of all men; this again isa mere 
humble begging of the question. ee 
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mediation of the following description, that Christ hath 
made atonement sufficient for all men; is now offering 
the virtue of that atonement to all men; and is using a 
variety of means to persuade all men to accept and trust 
in that atonement, and to return to God, seeking hi8 
favour and eternal life, for the sake of Christ alone; it 
follows not at all from such a mediation of Christ, that 
ali individuals will be saved. It no more follows, than 
from the facts, that God led the Israelites out of Egypt 
by the hand of a mediator; that he gave them opportu- 
nity to enter the land of promise ; and that that mediator 
was the mediator of that whole generation individually ; 
it followed, that that whole generation mabennae ¥ 
would certainly enter the land of promise. ' 

Dr. C. says,* “ No good reason can be assigned, why 
the man, Christ Jesus, should mediate between God and 
‘some men only, to the exclusion of others.” Can a good 
reason be assigned, why Christ leads to repentance in 
this life, some men only, to the exclusion or dereliction 
of others ? When such a reason shall be assigned, doubt- 
Jess we shall be supplied with a reason, why Christ 
should effectually and savingly mediate in behalf al some 
re only. 

‘2. The other question concerning the are of this 
text, which also Dr. C. notices,} is, Whether there be a 
certain connexion between God’s willing in the sense of 
this text, that all men should be saved, and their actual 
salvation—Dr. C. grants that men as free agents have’ 
power to oppose those means which God uses with them 
for their salvation ; and yet holds that God. has a power 
to counteract, in a moral way, this opposition of men.{. 
Of this and other remarkable things in Dr. C. on the 
_ Subject of free agency, particular notice will be taken 
hiereafter.—In the mean time it may be observed, that it 
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appears from various passages of scripture, that God is 
frequently said to will things which do not in fact come 
into existence, or with respect to which his will is not 
efficacious: as in the following passages: Matt. xxiii. 37, 
“O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the prophets 
and stonest them which are sent unto thee; how often 
would I, nbs:ayra, have gathered thy children together, — 
even as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings ; 
and ye would not!” Hos. xi. 8; ** How shall I give thee 
up Ephraim? How shall I deliver thee Israel? How shall 
I make thee as Admah? how shall I set thee as Zeboim? 
mine heart is turned within me, my repentings are 
kindled together.” Deut. v. 28, 29; “ They have well 
said all that they have spoken. O that there were such 
an heart in them, that they would fear me and keep my 
commandments always!” chap. xxxii. 28, 29; “ For they 
are a nation void of counsel, neither is there any under- 
standing in them. O that they were wise, that they 
understood this, that they would consider their latter 
end!” Psal. Ixxxi. 43; “ O that my people had heark- 
_ ened unto me, and Israel had walked in my ways!”’ Isai. 
- xlviii. 18; ‘*O that thou hadst hearkened to my com- 
mandments! Then had thy peace been as a river, and 
thy righteousness. as the waves of the sea.” Luke xii. 
47; ‘And that servant which knew his Lord’s will, and 
prepared not himself, neither did according to his will.” 
&c. Matt. xxi. 31; “ Whether of them twain did the will 
of his Father? They say unto him, the first.” 
Now what right had Dr. C, to suppose, that the will 
of God in 1 Tim. ii. 4, is not used in the same sense as 
in the passages just quoted? And if it be used in the 
same sense, there is no more absurdity in supposing that 
‘the will of God should be resisted in the one case, than 
in the other: no more absurdity in the supposition, that 
God should will the salvation of all men, and yet all 
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should not be saved: than that he should will to gather 
together the inhabitants of Jerusalem, as a hen gather- 
eth her chickens under her wings; and yet that they 
should not be thus gathered. 

Beside the texts quoted above, | may further refer to 
Ezek. xviii. 32; “I have no pleasure in the death of 
him that dieth, saith the Lord God.” Yet his death did, 
by the words of this text, take place in fact. So that 
here is a most plain instance of an event which takes 
place contrary, in some sense, to the pleasure or will of 
‘God.— Dr. C’s reasoning is this; Whatever God wills, 
will come to pass. God wills the salvation of all men; 
therefore this will come to pass. To apply this reason- 
ing to the text last quoted, it will stand thus ; Whatever 
God wills, comes to pass. But God wills the continued 
life of him that dieth; therefore it comes to pass, that 
i who dieth, does not die. 

' The truth is, God wills the salvation of all men, in thi 
same sense that he wills the immediate repentance and 
sanctification of all men; or as he wills them to be as 

perfect, in this life, as their heavenly Father is perfect. 
_ He now commands all men every where to repent, to 
believe the gospel and to comply with the necessary 
conditions of salvation: and complying with those con- 
ditions, they shall be saved immediately after the pre- 
sent state —So that God’s willing that all men should be 
saved, no more proves that all men will be saved, than 
his willing that all men should immediately repent, 
proves, that all will immediately repent; or than his 
_ willing that all men should be perfect in this world, and 
comply with his law as perfectly as the: angels do in 
heaven, proves that these _ will a take place 
inthis world. 

» It is presumed, that Dr. C. world not have denied, 
that it is the will of God in some sense, and that.a proper 
24 
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sense too, that all men be brought to repentance in this 
state, and that they be saved immediately after this state. 
Yet God does not efficaciously will either of these things. 
——Was it not in a proper sense the will of God, that our 
first parents should retain their original innocence, and 
not by their apostacy deluge the world in sin and misery ? 
1 presume this will not be denied. It was his will, 
if it was his command. But if it was the will of God, 
that Adam should stand and not fall; the will of God in 
this case was not efficacious. And if it was not eflica- 
cious to prevent the entrance of sin into the werld, how 
can we know, that it will be efficacious to extirpate it 
out of the world, or from among the human race? If 
God was not in any proper sense willing that sin and 
misery should enter and predominate in the world; then 
it seems, that infinite power and wisdom were in this 
instance baffled. And ‘if these divine perfections haye 
been baffled once, they may be baffled a second time, 
and notwithstanding all their attempts, sin and misery 
may continue without end, in some of the human race. 
If on the other hand, although God commanded and in a 
proper sense willed, that man should ,stand; still in an- 
other sense he consented, or willed, that he should fall’: 
in the same sense God may consent, that some men shall 
be the subjects of sin and misery to an endless duration. 
_ Dr. C. “ réadily owns, that men, as free agents, have 
the power of resisting and opposing those means, which 
God from his desire of their salvation, saaginginaibele ae 
with them.”* “ Yet it appears” t eflec- 
tion on that Being, who is infinitely perfect, to suppose 
him unable finally to counteract, and.in a moral way too, 
the weakness, folly and obstinacy of such poor inferior 
creatures, as men are.”} How these two propositions, 
which in the Doctor’s book occur vihinaneee be 
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reconciled with each other ; how man can have a power 
to resist all the means which God uses to effect his sal- 
vationand at the same time God can have a power to 
counteract, ina moral way, this obstinate resistance of 
man, must certainly be set down among the things hard 
t0 be understood in Dr. C. ; 

But perhaps the word finally in the second quotation 
is emphatical, and Dr. C’s meaning is, that though the 
power of resisting in man cannot consistently with free 
agency be counteracted even by God, at once, or ina 
‘short time ; yet it may be counteracted in a very long 
time. This however will not agree with Dr. C’s own 
language. He says,* “* The power in men of resisting 
the means, which God from desire of their salvation sees — 
fit to use with them, ought not to be overruled, nor in- 
deed can be in consistence with moral agency.” Now 
to counteract cr overrule in a long time this power of 
resisting, is as really to overrule it, as to overrule it in 
a short time. But according to Dr. C. it cannot be over- 
ruled in consistency with moral agency. It seems then, 
that if the damned shall be finally brought to repentance 
by God counteracting their obstinacy, they are stripped 
of their moral agency. 

Or if it be pleaded, that this doudbberesitie is not an 
effectual overruling ; but such an influence of means and 
motives, as is consistent with moral agency: still this 
gives no satisfaction. Is it such a counteracting, as will 
certainly and ‘+ infallibly” be followed by the repentance 
and salvation of the sinner? This is holden by Dr.C.t If 
this be so, what moral power of still resisting has the sin- 
ner at the time of his repentance ? And if he have at that 
time no moral power of further resistance, then this power 
is overruled effectually, and of course, according to Dr. 
_ ©’s scheme, the sinner is deprived of his moral agency. 
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~ If on the other hand it be said, that the counteracting 
be not such as will certainly and “ infallibly” be followed 
by the repentance of the sinner; then there is no cer- 
tainty that the sinner will ever under the most powerful 
means which God shall use with him, be brought to re- 
pentance and be saved. ‘Thus the certainty of universal 
salvation at once comes to nothing. There is no cer- 
tainty, no ground of assurance, that all will be saved; 
and all the truth is, that God will use means with sinners 
hereafter, as he does in this state, to prepare them for 
salvation; but ag in this state, so in the future, sinners 
may, or may not, comply with those means. 

To Dr. C. “it appeared a gross reflection on that be- 
‘ing who is infinitely perfect, to suppose him unable 


jinally to counteract, and in a moral way too, the obsti- 


nacy of men.”* But is it no reflection on God, to sup- 
pose him not to have’ been ’able in amoral way, to 
prevent the entrance of sin into the world? Is it no 
reflection on him to suppose, that he is not able ina 
moral: way to counteract the obstinacy of men in this life? 
Is it no reflection to suppose, that he is not able, by the 
powerful means used in hell, to counteract it, in a single 
instance, for the space of a thonsand years ?t How long 
must God be unable to counteract human obstinacy, be- 
fore the imputation of such inability becomes a reflec- 
tion on him? How long may he consistently with his 
perfections be unable to counteract that obstinacy ? and 
what duration of that inability may be imputed to him, 
without a reflection on him, and what.duration of it can- 
not be imputed to him without a reflection? If it be no 
reflection on God, to say, that he is unable to counteract 
that obstinacy within a thousand years; is it a reflection 


“to say, that he is unable to counteract it in two thousand, 


in ten’ thousand, or in an hundred thousand years? If 
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not, why does it become a reflection to say, that he is 
unable finally to counteract it ?—Let any hppa in Dr. 
C’s scheme answer these questions. 

Doctor C’s reasoning in the following passage, is wor- 
thy of notice; ** If God desires the salvation of all, and 
Christ died that this desire of God might be complied 
with, is it credible that a small portion of men only 
should be saved in event ?””—This reasoning may be re- 
torted thus: If God desires that all men be saved imme- 
diately after this life, and Christ died that this desire 

‘might be complied with; is it credible, that a small por- 
tion of men only should be then saved ? 

The advocates for universal salvation, one and all, 
bring in the text now under consideration, ‘* Who will 
‘have all men to be saved,” as a proof of their doctrine. 
Therefore I wish to ask them, from what they believe 
all men are, according to these words, to be saved? 
From an endless punishment? Then they were by a 
divine constitution exposed to an endless punishment ; 
then an endless punishment is just; then sin deserves an 
endless punishment; then sin is an infinite evil; which 
to them is an infinitely horrible doctrine. But let them, 
if they can, avoid it, once allowing that all men are to 
be saved from an endless punishment. Or are all men, 
according to these words, to be saved from a temporary 
punishment? What temporary punishment? Not that 
which is to continue for ages of ages: some will suffer 
that. Not froma longer temporary punishment; because 
none such is threatened; and sinners are not exposed to 
a punishment greater than that which is threatened in 
the divine Jaw.—On the whole, according .to univer- 
salism, these words mean, t that all men shail be oven 
ee but shall v0 saved from—Noruma. 
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CHAPTER XII. 


DOCTOR C'S ARGUMENTS FROM PSAL. vit. 5, 6; HEB. 11. 6—9; 
PHIL. 0. 9,°10, 11; 1 cor. xv. 24—29; anp REV. v. 13; 
CONSIDERED. 


His argument from Psal. viii. 5, 6, and Heb. ii. 6-—9, is 
built on those words, ‘Thou hast put all things under 
his feet.” He was of the opinion, that those words 
mean, by the universality of the terms, that even sin 
itself shall be subjected to Christ ; and that sin cannot be 
subjected to Christ in any other way, than by the do- 
struction of it.* But this is to suppose what is by no 
means granted, and ought not to have been asserted 
without proof. An enemy may be overpowered, taken, 
imprisoned, and put entirely under the power, or under 
the feet of the conqueror; and yet not be put to death 
or: annihilated. When it is said Christ’s enemies shall be 
made his footstool, Psal. cx. 1; Heb. x. 13; no one will 
pretend, that this means either a cordial submission to 
Christ, or an annihilation. When the captains of Israel 
put their feet on the necks of the Canaanitish kings, 
Josh. x. 24, as this was no token of cordial submission or 
reconciliation ; so it is certain, that those kings were not 
then annihilated. The same idea is naturally suggested 
by that expression, Put under his feet. Not any of these 
phrases is allowed to be used in scripture, to express 
either a cordial submission, or annihilation. Sin is such 
an enemy, as never can in its nature be reduced to a 
cordial submission to Christ. Nor needs it to be annibi- 
lated, to answer the expression of being put under the 
feet af Christ: nor indeed does that expression naturally 
suggest the idea of annihilation; but i: a not 
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necessarily implies the contrary. An enemy may be 
under the feet of his conqueror before he is annihilated, 
but after he is annihilated, he is neither under his feet, 
nor in any other place. To be under the feet therefore 
implies existence: and sin may properly be said to be 
put under the feet of Christ, when it is so restrained 
and exemplarily punished, that on the whole no dis- 
honour is done by it to Christ, or to the Deity; no evil 
results from it to the universe, or to any of Christ’s real 
followers: but on the other had it is made, contrary to 

its own tendency, the instrument of promoting the glory 
of God and of the Saviour, and of increasing the happi- 
ness. of his universal kingdom, and of all his true sub- 
jects. 

Dr. C. makes a distinction between God’s government 
of power and his moral government; by which it is sup- 
posed, that he meant toshow, that sin cannot be brought 
into subjection to Christ, but by the willing submission of 
the sinner. ***Men by sinning oppose the government 
of God; not his government of power ; for this ever was, 
and ever will, and ever must be, submitted to; but his 
moral government which he exercises over intelligent 
and free agents. Here is room for opposition, Men 
may resist that will of God, which requires their obedi- 
ence,” &c. It may be presumed, that the passage now 
quoted was ‘entirely out of the Doctor’s mind, when he 
wrote the following; ** ’T'is readily acknowledged, the 
glory of Christ’s power, as bead of the government of 
God, will be illustriously displayed, if by force only he finally 
subdues obstinate sinners.” By this it appears, that it 
was Dr. C’s opinion, that men do oppose the power of 
Christ, and the power of Christ as the head of the govern- 
ment of God too; and that his power may be illustriously 
displayed, if it be employed to subdue by force their 
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obstinate opposition. But to say, that power and force 
are employed to subdue obstinate opposition, and yet 
that this opposition is no opposition to that power and 
force, is as absurd, as to say, that a prince exerts his 
power and force to subdue the opposition of an army of 
rebels, and yet that those rebels do not at all oppose his 
power; or-it is as absurd as to say, that opposition can 
be subdued where there is no opposition. 

-Itis by no means clear what Dr. C. meant by God’s 
government of power, as opposed to his moral govern- _ 
ment. Can there be any government without power? 
It is plain by the last quotation, that Dr. C. did not ima- 
gine, that God’s moral government is without either pow- 
er or force, and that both power and force may be em- 
ployed to subdue sinners, who as sinners are subjects of 
God’s moral government only.—But let the Doctor have 
meant by this distinction what he will, it is by no means 
true, that sinners are always so far restrained and sub- 
jected by God’s moral government, that in the present 
state of things, and if all things were to remain as they 
now are, no dishonour would be done to God, no injury 
to his kingdom, to his chosen people, or to the intellec- 
tual system. There is room therefore for sin and sin- 
ners, in this sense, to be subjected and restrained by the 
government of God. When‘ the wrath of men shall 
praise God, and the remainder of wrath shall be re- 
strained,” then will sinners be brought to that subjection 
to Christ, of which I am speaking. But Dr. C. would 
not pretend, that in this sense, sinners ever have been, 
ever will be, and ever. must be subject to God—In one 

‘ word, to be subjected to Christ is to: be made either ac- 
tively or passively subservient to his purposes and to his 
glory. As } J AaReam 
When the ‘enemies Ofna prince are ove and in 
chains and prisons are restrained from intesrapting the 
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peace and happiness of his faithful subjects ; then they 
are put under his feet and are subjected to him, and all 
their “rule, authority and power, are put down orabolish- 
ed.””>. So when all the enemies of Christ, all ** obstinate 
sinners” shall be, to use Dr. C’s own words, ‘“ by force 
finally subdued,” shut up in prison, bound with chains, 
and prevented from doing the least mischief to the disci- 
ples and kingdom of Christ; then those enemies will be 
put under the feet of Christ; then “an end will be put 
to the dominion of sin ;” then the works of the devil will 
be destroyed; then the serpent’s head will be bruised, 
and the devil’s kingdom will be overthrown, as really 
and effectually, as the power of a rebel can be over- 
thrown by an entire conquest of him and his adherents, 
by his perpetual imprisonment and other proper punish- 
ments according to the laws of the kingdom, though he 
and some of his partizans be permitted to live, and though 
they retain a rebellious spirit—-The verb vmclarcw in 
Rom. viii. 20, signifies, as Dr. C. holds, an involuntary 
subjection. It may therefore mean the same in Heb. ii. 
8, and 1 Cor. xv. 27, &c. 

Doctor C. insists on the words in 1 John i iil. 8, * For 
this purpose was the Son of God manifested, that he 
might destroy the works of the devil.” By the works 
of the devil, he understands all sin: by destroying he un- 
derstands an entire abolition. On the other hand, by de- 
stroying the works of the devil, some understand a per- 
fect defeat of every attempt in opposition to the peace, 
happiness and glory of God’s kingdom : ** The devil will 
be most effectually subdued, his works will be destroyed 
and his bead bruised in the highest sense and degree, 
when he shall be perfectly defeated and disappointed in 
all his designs, and every thing he has attempted against 
Christ and his interest, shall be turned against himself, 
to answer those ends which he constantly sought to de- 
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feat by all his attempts; and Christ shall be more hon- 
oured, and his kingdom more happy and glorious for- 
ever, than it could have been, if Satan had never opposed 
him, or seduced and destroyed any of mankind.”*—As 
the text now under consideration is capable of the sense 
just given; until it shall be proved, that the Doctor’s is 
the true sense, it proves nothing to his purpose. 

Doctor C. grants, That by destruction the scriptures 
mean the misery and punishment of sinners. ‘Therefore 
sinners are in the sense and language of scripture de- 
stroyed, when they are sent to the place of restraint, 
imprisonment and misery prepared for them. And as 
sinners will be destroyed without annihilation, so may sin 
and the works of the devil. 

That God has always power to subdue or to subject to 
himself his enemies, is one thing: actually to subject 
them, by restraining them from doing any damage to his 
kingdom or his subjects, is another. In the present 
state, the enemies of Christ tempt his snbjects, obstruct 
his cause, and do many things, which if they were to re- 
main as they now are, would be an everlasting dishonour 
to Christ. But they shall be made his mpeecnet they 
shall no more do any of those things. 

When Christ puts his enemies under his feet, he trends 
them down in his anger and tramples them in his fury, 
agreeably to Isai. Ixiiis3. But this surely is not to bring 
them to a cordial reconciliation. = 7 Nia al 

Therefore, as Psal. viii. 5, 6; Heb, ii, y 
capable of a construction entirely different from that on 
which Dr. C’s whole argument from them depends ; they 
prove nothing to his purpose : especially as they are not 
naturally capable of his construction. 5 Al py inet are 
\ We are now to attend to Phil. ii. 9, 10, 11; “ Where- 
fore God also hath highly exalied him, and given him a 
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name which is above every name: that at the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and 
things in earth, and things under the earth; and that 
every tongue should confess, that Jesus Christ is Lord, 
to the glory of God the Father.’”—The question con- 
cerning this text is the same as that concerning the text 
last under consideration ; What are we to understand by 
that subjection, to which Christ in consequence of his 
exaltation, was to reduce mankind ? Is it a free and vol- 
untary subjection in all men? Or in some mena subjec- 
-tion to which they shall be reduced by the power and 
authority of Christ, in opposition to their own -inclina- 
tions ? Dr. C. asserts that the former is the most plain 
and natural sense, and that the latter is evidently too low 
and restrained an interpretation. But positive asser- 
tions prove nothing. ‘ 
As to the Doctor’s reasons to prove that the subjection 
in question is a free and voluntary one, they are as fol- 
lows; That Christ is now endeavouring to reduce man- 
kind to a voluntary subjection to himself.*—That though 
Christ do not in this state, prevail on all men voluntarily 
to subject themselves to him, yet he may prevail on 
them in the next state.;—That if Christ was exalted for 
this end, that every knee should bow to him, &c. he will 
fail of his end unless all men be reduced to a voluntary 
subjection.{[—That the genuflection in this Phil. ii. 10, 

evidently means a voluntary act.j—T hat a compelled sub-* 
jection is a poor, low kind of subjection in comparison 
with that which is voluntary ; therefore the reward of 
Christ’s humiliation, unless it imply an universal volun- 
tary subjection of mankind, is low and small in compari- 
son with what it would have been, had it implied a yol- 
untary subjection.|| e > if 
"* Page 190.  } Page 191. } Page 192, —¢ Thid. 
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1. Christ is now endeavouring to bring all men to a 
voluntary subjection to himself; and these endeavours 
will sooner or later be successful: therefore Phil. ii. 9, 
&c. means a voluntary subjection.— Answer : Christ is 
now in no other sense endeavouring to bring all to a 
voluntary subjection, than in the days of his incarnation 
he endeavoured to gather the inhabitants of Jerusalem 
together, as a hen gathereth her chickens under her 
wings: or than he always has endeavoured to prevent 
the death cf him that dieth. But as those endeavours 
have not been efficacious ; so his endeavours to bring 
all men to a voluntary subjection, may not be. There- 
fore this argument proves nothing. 

2. Though Christ do not in this state prevail- on all 
men voluntarily to subject themselves to him; yet he 
may prevail on them in the next state: therefore in the 
next state all will in fact be brought to a voluntary sub- 
jection: therefore Phil. ii. 9, &c, means voluntary sub- 
jection —Answer: It does not follow from the power of 
Christ to reduce all men to a voluntary subjection, that 
he will in fact, reduce them to that subjection. — 

3. If Christ were exalted for this end, that every knee 
should bow to him, &c. he will fail of the end of his ex- 
altation, unless all be reduced to a voluntary subjection. 
—Answer: The consequence by no means follows from 
the antecedent. For though it be allowed that Christ 
was exalted for the end, that —_ knee = 


tary subjection of all men. This ‘argument ( t 
_ granted, that the bowing of the knee mentioned 
‘ii, 10, is a voluntary submission. “yd : 
4. The genuflection in Phil. 105. evider 
voluntary act.—Answer: It does not | 
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voluntary act—A mere contradiction is a sufficient an- 
swer to a mere assertion. 

5. A compelled subjection is a poor, low kind of sub- 

jection in comparison with that which is voluntary. 
Therefore the reward of Christ’s humiliation, unless it 
imply a voluntary subjection of all mankind, is low and 
small in comparison with what it would have been, had 
it implied a voluntary subjection. Therefore it does 
imply a voluntary subjection; therefore a voluntary sub- 
jection is intended in Phil. ii. 10. 
Answer : We are very improper persons to determine 
a priort what is the proper reward of Christ, or what 
reward is the greatest, and most honourable to Christ. 
Some may imagine it would be most honourable to 
Christ, to reduce all men to a voluntary submission in 
this life ; as in that case they would be saved from all 
future punishment; and thus might the grace, power 
and wisdom of Christ in their opinion be more glorified. 
Hence they might argue just as forcibly as Dr. C. does 
in the other case, That undoubtedly Christ will in this 
_ life reduce all men to a voluntary subjection to h mself. 
On the same principle it might also have been proved, 
before the fact shewed the contrary, that all men would 
be reduced to a voluntary subjection to Christ, in a very 
short time, long before the time of their ordinary depar- 
ture out of life. On ‘the same principle too it might 
have been proved, that God would never permit sin and 
misery to enter the world.—Thus it appears, that Dr. 
C’s argument, if it prove any thing, meee too much, 
therefore proves nothing. — 

The Doctor was not insensible, that the same words 
are quoted by the apostle Paul, and applied to the gene- 
ral judgment ; ; at which time Dr. C. does not pre- 
tend, that all men will be voluntarily subject to Christ.* 

* Page 196. 
25 
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See Rom. xiv. 10, 11, 12; ‘¢ For we shall all stand before 
the judgment seat of Christ. For it is written, as I live, 
saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every 
tongue shall confess to God. So then every one of us 
shall give account of himself to God.” Therefore we 
have clear evidence, that these words do sometimes 
mean that subjection which is not voluntary. And that 
in Phil. ii. 10, they mean a voluntary subjection and that 
only, we must have good evidence, before we are oblig- 
ed to believe it. The utmost evidence which Dr. C. 
gives us, respecting that matter, I have exhibited above; 
and concerning the sufficiency of it, the reader will judge. 

Doctor C. acknowledges,* that the words are perti- 
nently applied by the Apostle, to that subjection which 
shall take place as to all, at the general judgment: but 
says that his thus applying them is no argument that 
they mean nothing more. 'T’o which it may be answer- 
ed, that it is an argument that they mean nothing more 
in Phil. ii. 10, unless good reason can be given to show, 
that in this passage they do mean more: and whether 
the reasons which Dr. C. gives, be good and satisfactory, 
is submitted as before. ' ‘ 

We come at length to the consideration of that pas- 
sage of scripture, which Dr. C. “ considers as decisive of 
itself, “* were there no other text in the Bible of the like 
import.” It is 1 Cor. xv. 24—29, “Then cometh the 
end, when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to 
God, even the father; when he shall have put down all 
rule, and all authority and power. For he musi reign, 
till he hath put all enemies under his feet. The last 
enemy that shall be destroyed is death. For he hath 
put all things under his feet. -But when he saith all 
things are put under him, it is manifest, that he is ex- 
cepted which did put all things under him. And whea 
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all things shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son 
also himself be subject unto him, that put all things un- 
der him, that God may be all in all.” . 

The Doctor prefaces his criticism on this text, with 
some observations on the previous context, which de- 
mand our first attentionHe quotes the 2ist and 22d 
verses; “For since by man came death, by man came 
also the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all 
die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive :”” and adds, 
“It is with me beyond all controversy evident, that the 
_ apostle is speaking here, not of a partial, but universal 
resurrection, not of the resurrection of the righteous 
only, but of the whole race of Adam.—The same all 
who suffer death through Adam, shall through Christ be 
made alive. The comparison between the damage by 
Adam and the advantage by Christ, lies in this very 
thing.”* Here we have the Doctor’s opinion, and his 
reason for it. His opinion is, that in the 22d verse the 
apostle is speaking of all mankind: his reason for this 
opinion is, that otherwise there would be no proper 
comparison of Adam and Christ. But the truth of this 
observation is by no means conceded. The reader may 
have seen my ideas of this case in the remarks made 
above, on Rom. v. 12, &c.—If an army under one gene- 
ral be all killed or taken, and afterwards the surviving 
part of the same army, now liberated, and under the 
command of another general, return every one in safety 
from a dangerous battle ; it may be justly said, As under 
the former general all the army was killed or taken, 
so under the latter general all the army returned from 
the battle in safety. There would in this case be a true 
and proper comparison. Yet the very same all would 
not be intended in both parts of the comparison. Dr. 
C’s reason therefore is not sufficient to support his con- 
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struction. There is a proper comparison of Adam and 
Christ, if the apostle say, and intended to say, As in 
Adam all his seed die, even so in Christ all his seed shall 
be made alive. 

It is indeed a truth granted on all hands, that all man- 
kind will be raised at the last day ; but it does not hence 
follow, that the apostle in this verse is speaking of such 
an universal resurrection. 

Beside, if it should be granted, that the 22d verse re- 
fers to the resurrection of all men, it would not follow, 
that all will be saved. For Dr. C. grants, that had the 
apostle “no where else opened his mind more fully and 
particularly upon this matter, the utmost we could have 
argued from his words, would have been, that as all 
men die in Adam, so in Christ they should all be deliver- 
ed from this death, by a resurrection to life."* How 
then does this text prove universal salvation? And espe- 
‘cially how is this verse, or even the whole passage “ of 
itself decisive 7”? Although Dr. C. in page 197, declares 
his opinion, that this passage is ‘ decisive of itself, was 
there no other text in all the Bible of the like import ;” 
yet he himself in page 207, gives it up as decisive, in 
the following words; “* This parenthesis, comprehended 
within the 24th and 29th verses, was purposely inter- 
posed to bring us to a pause—and give us opportunity— 
to reflect upon—the truths—here revealed; pursuing 
them in their just tendency, necessary connexion and 
final result: In the doing of which, we should virtually 
continue the discourse, and finish it with respect to the 
wicked, as the apostle had done—with respect to the 
righteous.” ‘Thus it appears by the authority of Dr. C. 
that this portion of scripture does not contain any thing 
piain, or positive concerning the salvation of | who 
die in wickedness; but to investigate that wh ich to him 
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was so important and favourite a doctrine, we must vir- 
tually continue and finish the discourse ourselves. How 
then is this passage decisive of itself? Unless we virtu- 
ally continue and finish the discourse ourselves with re- 
spect to the wicked, as the apostle had done with respect 
to the righteous, we shall never, even in Dr. C’s opinion, 
come to the same conclusion concerning the wicked, to 
which the apostle came concerning the righteous, that 
they shall be saved. 

_ The chief thing, which Dr. C. endeavours by this pas- 
sage to prove, with a final view to the establishment of 
universal salvation, is, that the mediatory scheme will 
not be finished at the second coming of Christ; but a 
great deal will then remain to be done before the plan 
of God, for the accomplishment of which the mediatory 
kingdom is entrusted to the Son, shall be completed.* 

_By the “ finishing,” “‘ the completing,” &c. of * the me- 
diatory scheme,”’ the mediatorial kingdom, &c. Dr. C. 
must have meant the finishing of the work of salvation, 
or of delivering sinners from sin and misery: otherwise 
he meant nothing to the purpose of proving the salva- 
tion of all men. What if the mediatorial kingdom be 
not finished at Christ’s second coming? Yet if after that 
period, Christ will never more deliver any of mankind 
from sin and from wrath ; tose who shall at that time 
remain in sin, and under the wrath of God, will never 
be saved. 

hat in the sense now explained, the mediatorial 

‘scheme will not be finished at the second coming of 
Christ, is indeed a point in dispute, and the Doctor’s 

‘ proofs of this point are to be candidly weighed. They 
are these two—(1) 'This passage of scripture teaches, 
that an universal subjection to Christ is to be effected 
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before the finishing of the mediatory scheme ; but this 
universal subjection to Christ is not effected at the 
second coming of Christ.—(2) The reward of the good 
and faithful subjects of Christ is to be bestowed on them 
in the kingdom of Christ, and therefore Christ’s kingdom 
will not be at an end, till after they shall have enjoyed 
that reward for some time at least—I think these two 
are all the reasons which Dr. C. has given to support 
the proposition in question. He has indeed divided his 
long and complicated discourse on the text now before 
us, into five heads: but for what reason is not manifest. 

I. It was the opinion of Dr. C. that-1 Cor. xv. 24—29, 
teaches us, that an universal subjection to Christ is to be 
effected before the finishing of the mediatorial scheme, 
which is not effected at Christ’s second coming.—By 
subjection to Christ Dr. C. meant with respect to intel- 
ligent creatures, a cordial, willing subjection. By sub- 
jection to Christ, with respect to sin and death the first 
and second, he seems to have meant abolition. But 
though it is agreed onall hands, that there will be an 
universal subjection to Christ effected, before the finish- 
ing of the mediatorial scheme; yet it is not agreed that 
this subjection, with reference to all intelligent crea- 
tures, will be a willing subjection or submission. Con- 
cerning this particular, some observations have been 
made in the former part of this chapter. That the text 
now under consideration does teach a willing subjection, 
must be shown, or the text will not appear to be to the 
purpose.—Now to show, that all intelligent creatures 
will be cordially subjected to: Christ, and will be saved, 
the Doctor insists, that both sin — the second death will 
be destroyed. 

1. That sin will be destroyed. With reference to those 
words, ‘* he must reign till he hath put all enemies un- 
der his feet”—* All things shall be subdued unto him”— 
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The Doctor asks, “Is sin an enemy ?’’—Supposing it is 
an enemy, what follows? Not what ‘the Doctor asserts, 
* Then it will be destroyed,” meaning abolished, extir- 
pated by universal obedience and virtue. For the apos- 
tle does not say, that all enemies shall be destroyed, abol- 
ished, extirpated or annihilated: but that all enemies 
shall be subdued and put under Christ’s feet. So that the 
true and only consequence from the supposition, that sin 
is an enemy, is, that it shall be subdued, restrained and 
put under Christ’s feet; which may be done in a sense 
true, proper, and as Dr. C. grants,* glorious to Christ, 
without the abolition of it. 

Indeed the apostle says, that ‘the last enemy, death, 
shall be destroyed ;” which by no means implies, that all 
other enemies shall be destroyed. It may mean, what 
our translators evidently understood by it, that the last 
instance which we shall have of the destruction of any 
enemy, will be in the destruction of death——The words 
literally, and according to the order of the original, are 
thus translated; the last enemy is destroyed death; and 
they may mean, and may very properly be rendered 
thus, Death is destroyed the last enemy. Now suppose 
an historian, in the account of a battle, should say, The 
general was killed the last enemy: must we necessarily 
understand him to mean, that all the enemies of the 
whole army were killed, and the general was killed 
after all the rest? Might not his words be justly taken 
in this sense, that the general was the last puerey who 
fell, and many others might escape? 

Or death may by the apostle be called the last enemy 
proverbially and with respect to this life only; as it is 
now sometimés called the last debt due tonature. Since 
the expression, “the last enemy that shall be destroyed 
is death,” is capable of this sense; and since it does 
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not appear, that it implies, that all other enemies will be 
destroyed; therefore it is no proof of universal salya- 
tion; as both sin and misery may still be allowed to be 
enemies, and yet may be in existence, after the destruc- 
tion of death. 

But it may be asserted in a true and proper sense, 
that sin, in the damned, is not an enemy. It does no 
damage to Christ, to his kingdom, er to the peace 
and happiness of his subjects. It is to be sure, an ene- 
my in no other sense, than the damned themselves are 
enemies: and if from that expression, “the last enemy 
that is destroyed, abolished, xcJupyet}as, is death,” it follow, 
that all Christ’s enemies will be abolished or annihilat- 
ed; it will also follow, that all the damned will be anni- 
hilated. So that if this argument prove any thing, it 
proves too much; so much that it entirely overthrows 
universal salvation. 

But sin in the damned, and the damned themselves, 
instead of doing any damage to Christ or his subjects, 
will be the means of increasing the glory of the former 
and the happiness of the latter, to eternity. 

It is observable, that the verb xaJapyew is never in all 
the New Testament, applied to express the destruction 
of all wicked men, of the enemies of God in general, or 
of all sin. ‘Therefore as neither sin itself, nor all the 
enemies of God, are said xaJupyeirSc1, to be abolished, we 
have no right, even on the supposition that sin is an 
enemy in every sense, to say that it will be abolished, or 
extirpated from the universe—The peculiar phrase- 
ology of the passage now under consideration, is wor- 
thy of particular notice. Inthe 24th verse it is said, that 
Christ will “ abolish, xalapynex, all rule and all authority 
and power.” But he is said to put all his enemies under 
his feet, 94 vse Tous wrodus avlov, verse 25th, and to put all 
things under his feet, vacjazev vm Jovs modus avJov, verse 
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72th. Although therefore all the rule, and all the 
authority and power of Christ’s enemies shall be abel- 
ished, and the apostle is careful to inform us of that; 
yet he is equally careful to inform us, that his enemies 
themselves shall be only subjected to him, and put under 
his feet ; as it seems, designedly shifting the phraseology 
and avoiding the application of the verb xaJupyew to 
them. What right then have we to apply it to them? 
Is not the application of words to persons or things, to 
which the apostle designedly did not apply them, a havi 
' perversion of scripture ? 

Doctor C’s argument that sin will be destroyed, depends 
wholly on this general proposition, That all Christ’s 
enemies will be destroyed. Now the word destroyed in 
this case, doubtless means either abolition, or restraint 
and punishment. If it mean abolition, extirpation, anni- 
hilation ; then as was before observed, all the enemies 
of Christ will be annihilated, and the doctrine of univer- 
sal salvation falls to the ground at once. If it mean — 
restraint, punishment, preventing from dotag mischief, &c. 
then sin may be said to be destroyed, and yet have an 
endless existence in the universe. 

If then these words, ‘‘ The last enemy death shall be 
destroyed,” do certainly imply, that all Christ’s enemies 
shail be destroyed? and if it be also certain, that sin iw 
the damned is, in every proper sense, an enemy, those 
words are equally inconsistent with Dr. C’s scheme, as 
with the opposite. They either imply an universal 

annihilation of all Christ’s enemies; and so are equally 
inconsistent with universal salvation, as with endless tor- 
ment; or they are not at all inconsistent with it, and 
therefore are no argument against it. If they imply an 
universal annihilation of the enemies of Christ, as they 
are equally against Dr. C’s scheme, as against the oppo- 
site; it equally concerns him, as his opponents, to pro- 
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vide an answer to them, and it is absurd in him to object 
them to the doctrine of his opponents. 

The sum of what has been said on this head of the 
destruction of sin is (1) That it does not appear, that sin 
in the damned is properly an enemy to Christ and his 
kingdom ; as it does no harm to that kingdom. (2) If it 
be determined that sin in the damned is an enemy to 
Christ, it will not follow, that it will be destroyed, mean- 
ing by destruction axnihilation or abolition; because 
it is no where said, that all Christ’s enemies will be 
destroyed, xxJupysicsat—Or even if this were asserted 
concerning all Christ’s enemies, and the verb xaJapyew 
were applied to them all, it would not certainly deter- 
mine, that they will all be annihilated, as that verb is 
capable of another sense, and is doubtless used in an- 
other sense, Heb. ii. 14; ** That through death he might 
destroy, xalapynrn, him that had the power of death, that 
is the devil.”” Dr. C. did not believe, that the devil will 
be annihilated. Therefore if that verb were applied to 
all Christ’s enemies, and sin in the damned were allowed 
to be an enemy to Christ; still it might mean something 
else beside annihilation: nay, it must necessarily mean 
something else, or it would equally disprove universal 
salvation, as endless misery. 

In Dr. C’s discourse on this subject, it is implied, that 
when a sinner is brought to repentance and cordial re- 
conciliation to Christ, he is destroyed. His words are,* 
‘‘ Christ shal! continue vested with regal power, till he 
has brought all enemies into sudjection to him—Christ 
will continue head of the kingdom of God—till he has 
actually subdued all enemies—Is sin an enemy ?—then it 
~ shall be destroyed—for Christ must destroy all enemies.” 
By these several expressions it appears, that it was Dr. 
C’s opinion, that all Christ’s enemies will be eubjected to 
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him, that they all will be subdued under him, and that 
they will all be destroyed by him. Now it is abundantly 
evident, that by subjection, subduing, &c. when applied to 
those who die in impenitence, Dr. C. meant a cordial 
reconciliation to Christ: and he by no means held, that 
these enemies thus reconciled, will be destroyed by an- 
nihilation. It follows therefore, that as all Christ’s ene- 
mies are to be destroyed, to be destroyed, and to be re- 
_conciled to Christ in true repentance, are, according to Dr. 
C. one and the same thing. Therefore, when Paul was 
converted, he was destroyed ; and as he will eternally be 
the subject of repentance, he will! suffer an eternal de- 
struction, The punishment of God’s enemies is, that they 
shall be destroyed ; they shall be punished with ever-- 
lasting destruction. But what punishment are everlast- 
ing repentance and complacency in God? they are 
among the greatest blessings which Deity himself can 
confer on a creature: Endless destruction and endless 
salvation are throughout the scriptures opposed to each 
other. But according to Dr. C’s scheme, they perfectly 
harmonize and mutually imply each other—Now wheth- 
er this scheme harmonize with the scriptures is submit- 
ted to the reader. 

Whether this scheme harmonize with the scriptures 
or not, it does not harmonize with other parts of Dr. 
C’s book. He says,* that by the destruction of the wick- 
ed, mentioned in 2 Thes. i. 9, and in various other texts, 
*¢ we are very obviously led to understand misery.” Sure- 
ly conversion from sin to holiness, and especially the 
everlasting holiness of the saints in heaven, is not misery. 

Dr. C. holds, that all enemies will be subdued.and sub- 
jected to Christ, and that sin will be subjected to him, 
when it is abolished or annihilated. But if sin'be sub- 
jected to Christ, when it is annihilated, then the sin- 
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ner would be subjected to Christ were he annihilated. 
But this kind of subjection, is no more a cordial subjec- 
tion than that which is effected by mere power, and 
which consists in restraint and punishment.—Beside, ac- 
cording to Dr. C, there are two ways of ‘subjecting to 
Christ intended in this passage ; one is by cordial recon- 
ciliation, the other is by annihilation. This then will 
keep in countenance the opponents of Dr. C. who be- 
lieve, that there are two ways of subjecting to Christ ; 
one by cordial reconciliation, which respects the elect 
only; the other by restraint and punishment, which re- 
spects the reprobate. 

On the whole, whether this passage be sufficient to 
prove an universal abolition of sin, is now left to the 
nen of the reader. ' 

- Doctor C. was of the opinion, that 1 Cor. xv. 24— 
ibe eee that before the finishing of the mediatorial 
scheme, the second death will be destroyed—He says,* 
‘t 'The second death may with’as much propriety be call- 
ed an enemy, as the first death—Let any sense be as- 
signed, in which the first death can be properly spoken 
of as an enemy, and it will at once be easy to make it 
appear, that the second death is, in the same sense, as 
truly an enemy, and much more so.”—*‘Isf death, the 
second death, an enemy? Then this enemy shall be de- 
_ stroyed; for Christ must destroy all enemies.” This is 
the Doctor’s argument; in answer to which two obser- 
vations may be made—That the second death is not an 
enemy, in the sense which the Doctor’s argument im- 
plies—That if it were in every sense an enemy, it” 
would not follow, that it shall be Tears i. es al 
shed. 

The reader hath seen the observations! Eaksre; 
concerning sin as an enemy and conce destruc- 
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tion of sin: similar observations may be made concerning 
the second death. 

(1) The second death is not an enemy in the sense 
which Dr. C’s argument implies and requires.—If the 
Doctor meant, that the second death is an enemy to those 
who are the subjects of it, as it destroys their happiness 
and prevents their admission to a glorious immortality ; 
this is granted. But it is not granted, that therefore it 
will be destroyed: and for the Doctor to take it for 
granted, that therefore it will be destroyed, is the same 
‘thing as to take for granted that all mankind will finally 
be admitted to aglorious immortality, which is the grand 
subject of the present controversy.—But if the Doctor 
meant, that the second death is an enemy to Christ, as it 
prevents the brightest display of his glory, the greatest 
prosperity of his kingdom, and the greatest happiness of 
his subjects ;: in this sense it is denied to be an enemy.— 
This is a sense in which the first death is an enemy, and 
notwithstanding what Dr. C. says, it does not seem “ easy 
to make it appear, that the second death is, in the same 
Sense, as truly an enemy.” ‘The first death, while it 
continues, prevents the brightest display of the glory of 
Christ, the greatest prosperity of his kingdom, and the 
greatest happiness of his subjects: if it should continue, 
it would be inconsistent with the promises of Christ, with | 
the complete salvation of the elect, and would defeat the 
gospel. Now to make it appear, that in this sense the 
second death is an enemy, it may be presumed, is nota 
more easy task, than to prove the salvation of all men.— 
The second death is no more an enemy to Christ, to his 
kingdom, or to his faithful subjects, than the execution 
of some most atrocious and ungrateful rebels, whose lives 
cannot be spared consistently with the glory of their 
‘king, the prosperity of his:kingdom, or the happiness of 
| 26 , 
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his faithful subjects; is an enemy to the king, to his 
kingdom, or to his faithful subjects. 

Doctor C. further. urges, that “the second death is 
the last enemy, and the only one that is so.’* If it 
be no enemy, it is neither the last nor the first enemy. 
Therefore, “ it seems” not “ reasonable, when the 
apostle says, the last enemy which is death, shall be destroy- 
ed, to understand him to mean by death, the second 
death.” 'The first death is in the sense before given, 
the last enemy; the last who prevents the complete dis- 
play of Christ’s glory, the last who prevents the per- 
fection of his kingdom, the last who has power to hurt 
the saints. After the destruction of this death, they 
immediately receive the adoption of sons. Although 
the devils and those who have been persecutors in this 
world, will still be in existence after the destruction of 
the first death, they will no more have it in their power 
to dishonour Christ, or to interrupt the happiness of his 
subjects, than if they were annihilated. 

_ (2) If the second death were in every sense an enemy, 
it would not follow, that it shall be destroyed, meaning 
abolished. All the enemies of God or of Christ, are no 
where said to be abolished xalupyeréar, meaning annihila- 
tion. To be subdued, subjected, put under feet, is by no 
means the same as to be annihilated. If therefore the 
second death be ever so truly and properly an enemy, 
the utmost that would thence follow, is, that it would be 
so restrained and subjected to Christ, as to be prevented 
from doing mischief, and to be made an instrument of 
promoting the glory of God, and the happiness of his 
Kingdom. In this sense it may be granted, that the 
second death will be destroyed ; yet the salvation of all 


- men would no more be implied in the concession, than it 
is implied in the destruction of the d ntioned, 
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Heb. ii. 14, that he will be annihilated. Nor can we 
hold, that all Christ’s enemies will be destroyed in the 
sense now opposed, without holding the annihilation of 
the wicked, and giving up universal salvation. 

Dr. C. endeavours to make out, that if death, the last 
enemy, do mean temporal death, still the destruction of 
this death implies universal salvation. ‘¢ Simple resto- 
ration to life,” says he,* ‘* is not the thing the scripture 
means by death destroyed. To be sure the apostle Paul 
had quite another notion of it—What is the idea he leads 
-us to entertain of it? Piainly not a bare return to life, 
but such an one as is connected with a glorious immor- 
tality.”’ That in this chapter the apostle speaks of such 
a return to life, as is connected with a glorious immor- 
tality, is granted; because in this chapter he is speaking 
of ihe resurrection of the saints only. ‘The Doctor in- 
deed tells us, that it was with him “ beyond all contro- 
versy evident, that the apostle is speaking here, not of © 
a partial, but universal resurrection.” ‘T’o others how- 
ever it is beyond all controversy evident, that the apos- 
tle is speaking here of the resurrection of the righteous 
only. Even the Doctor acknowledges, that after the 

- 28th verse the apostle ‘+ confines his discourse to the 
righteous, without saying any thing of the wicked.”{ 
_ Wow this affords some ground of presumption at least, 
that in the former part of the chapter too, he confines 
his discourse to the resurrection of the righteous. Nor 
has Dr. C. given any reason, beside that which has been 
already examined, viz. ‘Chat the comparison between 
the damage by Adam, and -the advantage by Christ, lies 
in this very thing, that the same all men are meant in 
both parts of that expression, “as in Adam all die, even 
so in Christ shall all be made alive.” So that Dr. C’s 
argument,{ that from the resurrection of all mankind, it 


*Page 211,&c. +Page207. + Page 211. 


> 


300 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


follows, that all will be saved, depends on principles, 
which are neither granted nor proved, and therefore is 
utterly inconclusive. 

He further says, *** This second death, strictly and pro- 
perly speaking, is THe LAsT ENEMY, and THE ONLY ONE, that 
is so.” Then surely there will not be a third, a fourth 
death, &c. &c. for ages ef ages. Yet this is taught in 
other parts of his book; as in the following passage, 
t** They may all—be doomed—to a state of misery, 
which shall last for an age: in which state some—may 
be wrought upon to submit themselves to God—others 
may die in this state stupid—and those who thus died in 
their obstinacy may again—be put into a place of suffer- 
ing for another age; in which some may be reduced— 
and others stand it out still. These others may, in yet 
another form of existence, be sent into a place of disci- 
pline fer another age; and so on, till there has been tor- 
ment for ages of ages.” Here the Doctor distinctly 
mentions three future states of suffering, and supposes 
there may be others continued in succession for ages of 
ages, which are so many distinct deaths, as really as the 
first state of suffering after this life, is the second death, 
with respect to temporal death. What right then had 
the doctor to say, and with what consistency could he 
say, that the second death is the last enemy, and the only 
one that is so? 4 

Il. The other argument of Dr. C. is, that the reward of 
the good and faithful subjects of Christ is to be bestowed 
on them in the kingdom of Christ; and therefore Christ’s 
kingdom will not be at an end, till after they shall have 
enjoyed that reward for some time at least; and there- 
fore will not be at an end, at the second coming of Christ, 
or immediately after the general judgment.”{—This 
argument wholly depends on the supposition, that at the 
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time at which the work of salvation shall be completed 
by Christ he will entirely abdicate all government or 
superintendency over those who shall be saved by him. 
If otherwise; if he shall still retain a superintendency 
over those who shall be saved by him; if he shall still 
be their immediate head or ruler, and the source of 
their happiness; though he shall not be the supreme 
ruler of the universe, nor even of the redeemed; but in 
this respect he shall resign the kingdom to the Father: 
he may be said yet to have a kingdom, and to sit on his 
throne; and to reign, &c. Before the resignation of the 
mediatorial kingdom, the government of all things, is in 
the hands of Christ, being delegated by the Father to 
this government. Or as Dr. C. expresses it, “he will 
be head over all; he will govern all; he will be all 
unto all.”* Christ during that period acts as the supreme 
head of the universe. But when he shall have resigned 
the mediatorial kingdom, the Father will act as supreme 
head. still Christ may, under the Father, be the head 
and governor of his redeemed and saved people. The 
Father will be supreme ruler, and Christ with his Church 
united to him, and dependent on him, will receive the 
benefits of his*government. This does not imply, but 
that Christ himself; in subordination to the Father, will 
have a government over his saints. - 

Nor does it imply; but that the Son as one with the 
Father, as being in the Father, and the Father in him, 
shall reign after the resignation of the delegated sove- 
reignty over all things. It may be presumed, that no 
man will say, that the Father does not reign now while 
the administration of universal government is in the 
hands of the Son. If he did not now reign, there would 
be no propriety in speaking as the scripture often does, 
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“ of him that sitteth on the throne, and the Lamb;” nor 
any propriety in the promise, John xv. 16; ‘* That what- 
soever ye shall ask of the Father in my name, he may 
give it you;” nor in those words of James, chap. i. 
17; “Every good gift, and every perfect gift is from 
above, and cometh down from the Father of lights.” 
But I need not add texts, to prove this—For the same 
reason therefore that the Father now reigns in and with 
the Son; so after the resignation of the general dele- | 
gated administration, the Son will still reign in and with 
the Father. Now the government is conducted in the 
name and by the immediate agency of the Son: then it 
will be conducted in the name and by the immediate 
agency of the Father. Yet as now the Father reigns in 
and with the. Son; so then will the Son reign in and 
with the Father. Christ now reigns with supreme sove- 
reignty by delegation from the Father. After the resigna- 
tion of this sovereignty, he will still reign over the saints 
by delegation from the Father, but with dominion, which 
shall be subordinate to that of the Father. He will also 
at the same time reign in and with the Father, in the 
exercise of a dominion, which shall not be delegated, but 
which is essential to him as a divine person, and one with 
the Father; as the Father, by virtue of his divinity, now 
necessarily reigns in and with the Son.—So that although 
Christ shall immediately after the general judgment, 
resign the supreme delegated sovereignty, which he now 
possesses ; still he will reign in these two respects, by a 
delegated subordinate authority over his saints; and by 
an undelegated, essential authority, which by virtue of 
his divinity, he possesses necessarily with the Father. 
But whether the true idea of Christ’s delivering up 
the kingdom to the Father, concerning which Divines 
have greatly differed, have been now precisely exhibited 
er not; still the scriptures necessitate us to believe, 
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that in some sense Christ will reign to an absolute eter- 
nity. Heb. i. 8; ‘ Unto the Son, he saith, Thy throne, 
O God, is forever and ever.” Rev. xxii. 5; “ They” [the 
saints] “shall reign forever and ever.” 1 Pet. v. 4; 
“¢ When the chief shepherd shall appear, ye shall receive 
a crown of glory that fadeth not away.” 1 Cor. ix. 25; 
*¢ We do it to obtain an incorruptible crown.’ Heb. xii. 
28; “We receiving a kingdom that cannot be moved.” 
Both these last texts are quoted by Dr. C.* to prove that 
the righteous shall live and be happy without end: and 
_ they equaily prove that they shall reign without end— 
But the saints are to sit down with Christ on his throne 
and reign with him: and it is absurd to imagine, that 
they are to reign after the cessation of his reign; that 
‘they are to wear crowns which are incorruptible and 
fade not away; but that his crown is corruptible and 
fadeth away. Beside; the kingdom which the apos- 
tles and primitive christians received, according to Heb. 
xii. 28, was not the kingdom of the Father, as distin- 
guished from that of the Son, but was the kingdom of the 
Son, which he himself had then lately set up. This 
kingdom is said to be incapable of being shaken or dis- 
solved; and therefore is endless, as Dr. C. himself be- 
lieved: otherwise it was absurd for him to quote that 
text to prove, that the righteous will live and be happy 
without end.—Dan. vii. 14, ‘* His” [the Son of man’s} 
** dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not 
pass away, and his- kingdom that which shall not be de- 
stroyed.”” Isai. ix. 7: “ Of the increase of his govern- 
ment and peace there shall be no end.’ Luke i. 33, 
‘* He shall reign.over the house of Jacob forever, and of 
his kingdom there shall-be no end.”,W—More determinate 
_ language could not be used, to express the enaiore con- 
tinuance of Christ’s kingdom. 
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It is therefore granted, that the kingdom of Christ 
will continue, after the general judgment, and even with- 
out end. Yet it does not thence follow, that he will not 
at that time have finished the mediatorial work, or 
rather the work of saving sinners. I make this distinc- 
tion, because though Christ will at the general judgment, 
have finished the work of saving sinners from wrath ; 
yet he will without end be the mediator between the 
Father and the saints, and will be the medium of all 
divine communications to them, whether of knowledge, of 
happiness or of honour. It by no means follows from the 
circumstance, that Christ will, after the general judgment, 
retain a kingly power and dominion, that he will exert 
that power in delivering sinners from sin and misery. 

The whole of Dr. C’s discourse on this subject implies, 
that the kingdom of the Father, in which he shall be all 
in all, will not begin immediately after the general judg- 
ment. But how can this be reconciled with Matt. xiii. 
40—44, * As therefore the tares are gathered and burnt 
in the fire; so shall it be tn the end of this world. The 
Son of Man shail send forth his angels, and they shall 
gather out of his kingdom all things that offend, and them 
that do iniquity; and shall cast them into a furnace of 
fire ; there shall be wailing and gnashing of teeth. Then, 
ole, at that very time, shall the righteous shine forth as 
the sun in the kingdom of their Farner.” ‘This single 
text proves that the kingdom becomes the Father’s 
immediately after the end of this world, and therefore 
entirely overthrows all Dr. C’s labour to prove, that the 
kingdom does not become the Father’s till ages of ages 
after the end of this world ; and equally overthrows ‘ite 
great labour to fix a construction on 1 Cor, xy. “24, con- 

‘sistent with his scheme. ee as 

Beside ; the Doctor’s construction of the last passage 

mentioned seems to be absurd in itself. For he “ con- 
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nects the end,” as to the time of it, ‘¢ with Christ’s deliv- 
ery of the kingdom to the Father.”* And by the end he 
in the same page explains himself to mean the “ shut- 
ting up of the scene of Providence with respect to the 
sons of Adam:” which is and can be no other than the 
end of Christ’s mediatorial kingdom. According to Dr. 
C. therefore, the apostle, under the inspiration of the 
Holy Ghost, gravely tells us, that the end of Christ’s 
kingdom will be, when he shall deliver up his kingdom 
to the Father: or the end of it shall be at the very time, 
at which the end of it shall be! But what is this, but the 
most childish tautology! Who ever imagined, that Christ 
would still retain his kingdom, after he should have de- 
livered it up? Surely that scheme must be in distress 
indeed, which requires such construction as this to be 

put on the sacred scripture ! 

Doctor C. says, ‘The reward promised, under the 
administration of Christ’s kingdom, in this present state, 
in order to persuade men to become his good and faith- 
ful subjects is not the final happiness God intends. to 
bestow upon them, but the happiness of that state which 
intervenes between the resurrection and God’s being all 
in all.”{ But all the promises of the Bible are given in 
this present state ; therefore there are no promises in all 
the Bible of final happiness. How then does Dr. C. 
know that all men, or even any man will be finally hap- 
py? This is at once giving up his favourite doctrine, to 
establish which he wrote his whole book. 

Doctor C. calls out,{ ‘* What a poor, low, lean idea 
the common explanation of this text gives us of the final 
effects of Christ’s reign—in comparison with that, the 
above interpretation lets. us into!’ Such exclamations 
occur in almost every argument of his book. I observe 
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therefore concerning them once for all, that they seem 
better suited to work on the passions and imagination, 
than on the reason; that at least they are attempts to 
determine what is most for the general good and the 
glory of the Deity, not from revelation or from fact; 
but a priori, by our own imagination concerning what is 
best and most eligible. Now that we are in this way 
uiterly incapable of determining what is most eligible, 
and most for the divine glory, ima thousand instances ; 
every man of reflection must grant. , 

I have now finished my remarks on Dr, C’s “ decisive” 
argument from 1 Cor.’xv. 24, &c. Whether it be indeed 
** decisive ;? whether it be ** unanswerably strong,”* is 
submitted to the reader. 

We are next to consider the Doctor’s argument from 
Rey. v. 13; “ And\every creature which is in heaven, 
and on the earth, and under the earth, and such as are 
in the sea, and all that are in them, heard I, saying, 
Blessing and honor, and glory and power be unto him, 
that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb forever 
and ever.”—The main question concerning these words 
is, whether they “ look forward to a completion of the 
scheme of God,” and assert a fact which is not to take 
place, till that scheme shall be completed. This is Dr. 
C’s idea: he says, “ they evidently look forward to the 
completion of that scheme;” he says it merely; he 
gives no reason to prove it. The context gives no sug- 
gestions of such an idea. It may be presumed, that Dr. 
C. himself did not imagine; that the song of the four 
beasts and four and twenty elders, contained in verse 
9th, &c. looked forward to the completion of the scheme 
of God. It was evidently sung on occasion of the Lamb’s 
_ taking the book sealed with seven seals, and before any 
of these seals were opened. Nor is there the least hint, 
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but that what is described in the {3th verse, took place 
on the same occasion: but the narration naturally implies 
that it did then take place. The 14th verse confirms 
the construction now given. ‘And the four beasts said, 
Amen. And the four and twenty elders fell down and 
worshipped him that liveth forever and ever.” These 
words are evidently a part of the song mentioned in the 
9th verse, as it was sung by the same four beasts and 
four and twenty elders. Whereas according to Dr. C’s 
construction of the 13th verse, they are either a song 
which is to be sung after the completion of the scheme 
of God ; or though they are a part of the song mentioned 
in the 9th verse, the apostle’s account of that song is 
interrupted by inserting in the midst of it, a song to be 
sung by all mankind, after the completion of the scheme 
of God.—To assert therefore, that the fact of the 13th 
verse did not take place on the occasion of the Lamb’s 
taking the book; but is to take place ages of ages after 
the end of this world; and to support this assertion by 
no proof or reason, is to act an unreasonable part: espe- 
cially considering the context and the difficulties attend- 
‘ing that construction. 

These words appear to contain a figurative represen- 
tation of all creatures joining in joy and praise to the 
Father and the Lamb on occasion of Christ’s taking and 
being about to open the .seals of the book sealed with 
the seven seals; the book of Providence toward the 
church. That such representations are common in 
scripture, we have already seen, while we were consid- ° 
ering Rom. viii. 19, &c. “Therefore no argutnent in 
fayor of universal salvation is afforded by this passage. 

Dr. C. mentions several other texts as favouring his 
scheme ; but says himself, that he does not * depend on 

them as proofs,” or as “ conclusive in themselves.” We 
need not therefore spend time to remark upon them. 
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The reader of himself will easily conceive from the 
answers given to those on which he does depend as con- 
clusive, what answers would be given to the rest. 
Toward the close of that part of his book, which con- 
tains the direct evidence of universal salvation, Dr. C. 
comes down wonderfully, seems to relent, and to be 
scared at the result of his own reasoning. He owns, that 
after all, he may be mistaken; that concerning the state 
which he supposes will succeed the next state, neither 
the prophets, Jesus Christ, nor the apostles, have spoken 
in plain and explicit language, leaving no room for 
doubi.* How these mild concessions are reconcileable 
with his many previous declarations, that his arguments 
are at least in his opinion, ‘ evident,” “ decisive,” * unan- 
swerably strong ;” that it is “ positively affirmed” (in Rom. 
viii. 19, &c.) “+ that they—shall be instated in immortal 
glory ;” that ‘it is absolutely declared in this passage of 
scripture,” (Rom. v. 12, &c.) * that they”? (mankind uni- 
versally) “ shall be made righteous,” &c. &c. ene to 
be pointed out. . 


CHAPTER XIII. 


IN WHICH DR. C’S SCHEME IS CONSIDERED, WITH A REFERENCE 


TO HIS IDEAS OF HUMAN LIBERTY AND MORAL AGENCY. 
he ea 


Ir is an essential part of the system of Dr. C. and of the 
generality of the advocates for universal salvation, that 
all fixed certainty of any actions of men, whether exter- 
nal or internal, is inconsistent with liberty and moral 
agency in those actions.—That this is really a tenet of 
the Doctor may appear from the following quotations. 
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He says,* *“* Such exertions of the Deity, as shall be 
certainly effectual to restrain them” [free agents] ‘from 
perverting their faculties, look like a moral impossibility, 
ora method of conducting towards free agents, which 
is unfit, in-the reason of things, as not being suited to 
the nature of such kind of beings.”” He considers it as 
ts inconsistent with the powers bestowed’’ on free agents, 
if by any extrinsic power, their faculties are unavoida-- 
bly put into exercise in one certain way only.” He asks, 
‘If motives should in all cases be set in such a strong 
and powerful light, as that no wrong choice could be 
made—how could such a method of operation consist 
with the proper powers of free agents? It does not appear 
to the human mind, a thing fit, that they” [free agents] 
‘ should be thus irresistibly guided by any extrinsic power, 
though it were even divine.” And much more to the 
same effect is to be found in various parts of our author’s 
writings. Indeed it is indisputably his scheme of liberty 
and moral agency, that if any power or cause extrinsic 
to the will itself, should either certainly and effectually 
restrain free agents from perverting their faculties to 
- sin and vice ; or certainly and effectually influence them to 
exercise their faculties in repentance and virtue, or in 
any one way; it would be entirely inconsistent with 
liberty and moral agency. 

That Doctor C. also held, that the future repentance 
and salvation of all men, is certain, and that this certain- 
ty is caused and established by a cause extrinsic to the 
will of all men, is evident in the following passages out 
of many,{ “*God—really meant—an engagement, that 
mankind universally should, in due time—resemble Abra- 
ham in his moral temper—which is the same thing with 
their being blessed in Christ, or being reduced py Him 
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under moral subjection to the government of God.’* 
“They” (all men) ‘“ will be wrought upon sooner or later 
in a moral way, suchan one as is adjusted to moral agents, 
to become righteous persons.” ‘It is absolutely de- 
clared in this passage of scripture, that they shall be 
made righteous,’—“ Unless they are thus made righ- 
teous”? &c.—* God—has absolutely and unconditionally de- 
termined—that all men, the whole race of lapsed Adam 
shall finally reign in life, and be prepared for that state, 
by being formed into righteous persons.”{ “It is the 
purpose of God—that mankind universally—shall certainly 
and finally be saved.” He speaks) of some persons as 
“ infallibly selected for salvation.”—In these passages it 
is manifest, that Dr. C. held, not only an absolute infal- 
lible certainty of the salvation of some, yea of all men; 
but that this certainty is established by God, and is the 
effect of his determination, and also, that all men will 
finally be brought to repentance, to “ the moral temper 
of Abraham,” ‘ to a moral subjection to the government 
of God ;”? and that they shall be “ made righteous,” and 
‘¢ formed into righteous persons :” all which expressions 
imply a cause extrinsic to the will of man, which cause 
effectually and certainly operates to lead him to repen- 
tance, or to an “exercise in one certaif way only.” 
How these things can be reconciled with the Doctor’s 
avowed principles of liberty and moral agency, is hard 
to be conceived. 

Nor was it through inattention, that the Doctor held 
an extrinsic cause certainly operating on the minds of 
men. It is a doctrine essential and important in his 
scheme, that all the damned will be finally and certainly 
brought to repentance, and brought to repentance by 
- the torments of hell too. Are not those torments a cause 
extrinsic to the human will? If that cause be certainly 
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effectual to lead the damned to repentance, what, on the 
Doctor’s plan, becomes of their moral agency ? If that 
cause be not certainly effectual to lead them all to repen- 
tance; it is not certain that all men will be saved.—So 
that on the plan of the Doctor’s book, either his grand 
doctrine of the final certain salvation of all men, by a 
disciplinary punishment, must be given up, or it must 
be supposed, that all who are in that way saved, are 
divested of their moral agency and are reduced to mere 
machines. 

Indeed if the salvation of all men be certain, and it be 
certain that all men will repent; it is by some cause or 
other made certain. 'That which is now a certain futu- 
rity, was a certain futurity from the beginning ; yea 
from eternity. As it is now a certain futurity, that 
Christ will come to judgment, so it was certain from the 
beginning. Theretore if it be now a certain futurity, 
that all men will repent and be saved, it was a certair 
futurity from the beginning; and that certainty was 
established by some cause: and that cause must have 
_been extrinsic to the wills of men; because both the 
certainty and the cause of it existed before the exist- 
ence of men or their wills.—So that if it be a real and 
certain truth, that all men will be saved, to prove which, 
Dr. C. wrote his whole book, it is equally certain on 
his plan, that all men are divested of their moral 
agency. 

Should it be still pleaded, that this cartaitity of the 
salvation of all men, is not effected by any cause extrin- 
sic to the wills of those, who are to be saved, but by 
their wills themselves ; the absurdity of this supposition 

must be glaring to every man on the slightest reflection. 
A great part of those who are to be saved, are not as yet 
in existence: and it will not be pretended that their 
wills can have produced an effect, or established a cer- 
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tainty, before they-exist. And doubtless Dr. C. and 
other universalists would allow, that the salvation of 
those who are in existence, was as certain before their 
existence, as the salvation of those is, who are in future 
to come into existence. But that certainty could not, 
for the reason already mentioned, be the effect of any 
exertion of their own wills. 

Beside ; if it were not for this absurdity, a certainty 
established by the will of man with respect to the will 
itself, as effectually binds that will, and is equally incon- 
sistent with its liberty, as if that certainty were estab- 
lished by any other cause. Suppose the will of any mam 
shall establish in itself a certain and unfailing bias to any - 
particular action or series of actions; it cannot be pre- 
tended that this fixed bias already established, is any more 
consistent with liberty and moral agency, in the man in 
whom the bias exists, than if it had been established by 
anyother cause. Ifa man were to cut off his own leg, 
though he might be more blameable for the act of cut- 
ting it off, than he would be for the same act performed 
by another; yet the effect, as to his subsequent inability 
to walk, would be the very same. 

Therefore whatever be the cause of the certainty 
and fixed futurity of the repentance and salvation of all 
men; the doctrine of the certain sajvation of all men, is 
on Dr. C’s plan of liberty, wholly inconsistent with 
human liberty, and implies that all men are, and ever 
have been, mere machines. 

In vain does Dr. C. endeavour to. reliey’ this diffi- 
culty, by observing in various passages, as in one of the 
quotations above, That this repentance is brought about 

‘¢in a moral way, such an one as is adjusted to moral 
~ agents.” For he has told us that such exertions of the 
Deity, as shall be certainly effectual to restrain free 
agents from perverting their faculties, and such an influ- 
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ence of any extrinsic power, motives or whatever, as 
shall unavoidably put their faculties into exercise in one 
way only, are not adjusted to moral agents; but are in- 
consistent with their proper powers. Therefore, accord- 
ing to the Doctor, it is not in the power of the Deity 
himself, certainly and infallibly to lead all men, in a 
moral way, to repentance. It is a direct contradiction. 
And though he observes,* That that Being who is infi- 
nitely perfect will be able, in a moral way, finally to 
counteract human obstinacy; he is utterly mistaken, if 
there be any truth in his idea of liberty. If God were 
to overcome human obstinacy, an extrinsic cause would 
effectually and certainly incline the human. faculties to 
an exercise in one way; which the Doctor says is incon- 
sistent with moral agency. 

The Doctor tells us,f that to ‘represent hell to the 
view of sinners in such a striking light, as that they 
should be irresistibly stopped in their wicked pursuits, 
would not comport with their free agency.” Yet he 
supposes, that to be in hell, and to feel its torments so 
_ strikingly as to be certainly and wnfallibly stopped in wick- 
ed pursuits, and thus to be brought to repentance, is to 
be brought to repentance in a moral way, entirely com- 
porting with free agency. 

Upon Dr. C’s plan of liberty, there not only is not, 
and cannot be, any certainty, that all men will be saved; 
but there is not, and cannot be, any certainty that any one 
man will be saved. The Divine Being himself cannot 
make it certain, without destroying moral agency. Not 
any of the promises of the gospel give us assurance of 
the salvation of any man: nor is it in the power of God 
to give a promise of salvation which shall insure the 
event, so jong as men remain moral agents. Therefore 

¥ Page 167. t Page 344, 345. 
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it was to no purpose that Dr.C. quoted so many promises and 
scriptural declarations to prove the salvation of all men. 
On the same hypothesis concerning liberty, even 
though all men were delivered from hell and admitted 
to heaven, there would be no certainty that they would 
continue there. They would be constantly liable to sin 
anew, and bring on themselves a second damnation. ‘To 
deny this, would be, to allow that their faculties might 
consistently with moral agency, be certainly and fixedly 
inclined to “ exercise themselves in one way only.” 
That the inhabitants of heaven are liable to sin and 
damnation, is actually allowed by honest Bishop Newton. 
“This life is indeed a state of trial,* but not a trial to 
fix our fate forever, without any possibility of changing 
for better or for worse, in the world to come. For if 
the righteous can be but righteous, and the wicked can 
be but wicked, and cannot act otherwise; there is an 
utter end of all freedom of will and morality of action. 
Their virtue ceases to be virtue, and their sin is no 
longer sin.”—* The scripture fassures us, that in the 
next life men will be made (Luke xx. 36,) equal unto 
the angels; but angels, we know, have apostatized and 
fallen; and why may not men, even when made equal 
unto the angels ?—If righteousness{ should degenerate 
and become wickedness; or if wickedness should amend 
and become righteousness; the tables would then be 
turned, and with the change of their nature, their state 
and condition would be changed too.” How then is it 
certain that all men will be finally holy and bappy? It 
neither is, nor can-possibly be certain; because cer- 
tainty in this case would imply that “the righteous can 
_ be but righteous ;” and so “ there would be an utter end 
of all freedom of will and morality of action? 
What then becomes of the boasted evidence of the 


See Newton’s works, vol. vi. p. 361. + Page 362. F Page 360. - 
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final salvation of all men? There is no certain evidence 
of it. There is not, nor can be, on this scheme of liber- 
ty, any certain evidence but that all men will finally 
apostatize, and of course be doomed to misery corres- 
pondent to their wickedness. 

It is true, the Bishop abundantly contradicts this senti- 
ment concerning liberty, and holds that the damned must 
repent, and cannot but repent, as in the following passa- 
ges; ‘It is impossible for any creature to live in eternal 
torments—If nothing else yet his own sensations and 
feelings must bring him one time or other, to an ac- 
Knowledgment of his sin and of his duty.”*—“* The fire 
must in time purge away and consume the dross and leave 
only the gold behind. No creature can be so totally de- 
praved and abandoned, as to hold out under the most ex- 
quisite tortures, obstinate and obdurate to all eternity. 
—In short, if they have any sense. or feeling, any reason 
or understanding, any choice or free-will, they must one 
time or other, sooner or later, be brought to repentance.”t 
* Tortures upon tortures, tortures without end, no crea- 
tures of the least sense or feeling can support ; but must 
all be brought to submission at last: and they had much 
better make a virtue of necessity”{—Virtue then is con- 
sistent with necessity. How is this idea consistent with 
what has been before quoted from this same author? But 
inconsistence and self contradiction relieve no difficulty. 

From the same hypothesis it follows that God himself 
does not and cannot possibly govern mankind with cer- 
tainty ; that there is no foundation to pray for any event 
which depends on the volitions of our own minds, or 
those of other men; that there is no ground for confi- 
dence in the divine providence ; and that it is impossible 
that any future free actions of men, or any events de- 
*pending on those actions, should be certainly foretold, or 
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even foreknown by God himself; because what is abso- 
lutely uncertain, cannot be certainly known, and what is 
certainly known is certainly fixed and determined. But 
it is not consistent with my design to enlarge on the end-. 
less absurdities of this scheme of human liberty, absur- 
dities from which, though long since pointed out to belong 
to that scheme, the ablest advocates for it, have not been 
able, and it is presumed never will be able, to clear it. 


CHAPTER XIV. ‘ 


4 REPLY TO DR. C’S ANSWER TO THE ARGUMENTS IN FAVOUR 
OF ENDLESS PUNISHMENT, DRAWN FROM THOSE TEXTS, WHICH 
«DECLARE THE PUNISHMENT OF THE DAMNED TO BE EVERLAST= 
ING, FOREVER, FOREVER AND EVER, AND THE FIRE OF HELL 
TO BE UNQUENCHABLE. , 
Docror C. says,* that the misery of the damned is said 
to be eternal or everlasting, in five texts only in all the 
New Testament. Whatever was intended by this ambi- 
guous proposition, the fact donbtless is, that many of his 
readers have been grossly deceived by it, as they have 
been led to believe, that the doctrine of endless punish- 
ment is apparently taught, im no more than five texts in 
all the New Testament; or that no more than five texts 
can be produced, the words of which seem to import an 
endless punishment. Whereas, all that Dr. C. or any 
man can pretend is, that the punishment of the damned 
is in five texts only, in the New Testament, asserted to 
be eternal, by the use of the adjective cimves, commonly 
translated eternal or everlasting. - It cannot be pretended, 
but that the texts in which the punishment of the damned * 
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is in some manner or other declared to be eternal, and 
in words as determinate, as the adjective, asavios, eternal, 
far exceed the number five. The five texts now referred 
to, do not comprise any of those, in which the damned 
are said to be punished forever, forever and ever; to be 
punished by a worm that dieth not, and a fire that is not 
quenched; to be confined by an impassable gulf;. to be 
shut out from the kingdom of heaven; not to see life, 
&e. &c. &e. 

Now what follows from this circumstance, that the 
‘punishment of the damned is in five texts only, in the 
New-Testament, declared to be eternal, by the applica- 
tion of the Greek adjective, aimves? It may still be de- 
clared to be eternal, by other words equally determinate, 
in above five hundred texts. 

Or if there were no other texts, expressing in other 
words, endless punishment; are not five divine -asseve- 
rations of any truth, sufficient to bind our faith? If five 
be not sufficient for this end, neither are five thousand. 

. Besides; all that Dr. C. says on this head, may be 
justly retorted: and if his observations in page 259, 260, 
be of any force to show, that the doctrine of endless pun- 
ishment is not taught in the scriptures; just as forcibly 

may it be proved, that the damned will not be punished 
for an age. Supposing, as Dr. C. does, that the words 
aay, eavies, &c. do not mean an endless duration, but the 
duration of an age ; 1 might say, ** The misery of the 
wicked is said to be for an age, in only five texts, in all 
the New Testament : Upon which I cannot help making 
a pause to express my surprize to find the sacred writers 
so very sparing in the use of this word age, as referring 
to future torments. It is used but three times by Mat- 
thew; but once by Mark; but once by Paul; an’ not 
once by the other writers of the New ‘Vestament. All 
which is very extraordinary, if it be a doctrine ef Chris- 
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tianity, that the wicked are to be punished for an age.— 
And the omissions of the sacred writers upon this head, 

are a strong presumptive argument, that they knew 
nothing of this doctrine, which has been so vehemently 
pleaded for in these latter days,” by Dr. C. and some 
others. Therefore, whenever it shall be proved, that 
notwithstanding the rare use of the word age, with a re- 
ference to the punishment of the wicked, that punish- 
ment will really last for an age ; it is presumed, that it 
can be proved from the same topics, that it will last 
without end.—lf a word, signifying an age, applied five 
times to future punishment, prove that punishment to 
continue for an age; why will not a word signifying ao 
endless duration, apptied five times to that punishment, 
prove it to be without end? Nothing therefore can be 
concluded from the number of times, a:avos, eternal, is ap- 
plied to future punishment. The whole question, in this 
state of it, depends on the proper meaning of the word ; 
not at all on the frequency of its use. 

Dr. C. says,* “ That «ov and aiavios may signify a limit- 
ed duration ;” and that “from this remark it follows, 
that the preceding evidence in favour of universal salva- 
tion, remains strong and valid.” It is acknowledged, 
that if those words may signify, and all-things considered, 
do as probably signify, a limited, as an unlimited duration, 
when applied to the punishment of the wicked ; nothing 
either for or against endless punishment, can be conclud- 
ed from the use of those words. It is also, on the same 
suppositions, acknowledged, that by that application of 
those words, the evidence which Dr. C. has exhibited in 
favour of the salvation ofiall men, is not at all impaired. 
But it is not granted, that those words, when applied to 
the punishment of the wicked, do as probably signify a 
limited as unlimited duration. Nor is it granted that Dr. 

wo * Page 260, 
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C’s evidence of universal salvation is valid. Though we 
should grant that it remains unimpaired by the words 
ciov and aimvos, eternity and eternal; yet it may be utterly 
invalidated by other considerations: and that this is in 
fact the case, I have endeavoured already, and shall fur- 
ther endeavour to show; how successfully, is submitted 
to the reader. 

The Doctor manifestly argues, on this head from pos- 
sibility to probability, and even to fact. He says,* “If 
aiavies may signify a period of time only, there is not a 
shadow of an interference between its connection with 
the punishment of wicked men, and their being finally 
saved :”” i. e. If it may possibly signify a period of time 
only, it is absolutely certain, that when it is applied to 
future punishment, it does signify a period of time only. 
The inconclusiveness of such argumentation must be 
manifest to every reader. In the same manner it is easy to 
prove, “that there is not the shadow of an interference 
between the connection of a:mvies, eternal,” with the life 
and happiness of the righteous, and their final damnation. 

The Doctor says,f ** These words, ewwy and cswvies are 
evidently more loose and general in their meaning, than 
the English words eternity, everlasting—If it were not so, 
how comes it to pass, that aay and wives will not always 
bear being translated eternity, everlasting?’ By the 
same argument it may be proved, that the words eternity 
and everlasting in our language, are more loose and gene- 
ral in their meaning, than the Greek amy and awvios. We 
frequently say, such a man is an everlasting talker, or he 
talks eternally; he is eternally slandering and quarrel- 
ling with his neighbours. But according to Dr. C’s sense 
of the Greek words ciay and ciwvos, the English phrases 
just mentioned cannot be properly translated, by the use 
of those Greek words. The Doctor says, they properly 
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mean the duration of an age. But when it is said, a man 
talks eternally, the meaning is not, that he talks for an 
age.—The truth is, there are idioms in all languages, 
which will not bear a literal translation into any other 
language.—The circumstance that aay, ciwves, will not 
always bear to be rendered eternity and eternal, no more 
proves, that they do not properly signify the same with 
our words eternity and eternal, than the circumstance that 
they will not always bear to be rendered an age, and dur- 
ing an age, proves that they do not properly signify the 
duration of an age. It is said Rom, xvi. 26, “ According 
to the commandment of the everlasting God, asmviov @cov ;” 
but no man would render this, according to the com- 
mandment of the God who lives for an age. 

The Doctor thinks that ‘* before eternal tumes is an im- 
propriety in English,” and hence infers, that apo Xpovev 
aiwvioy, Tit. i. 2, means a limited duration. It is pre- 
sumed, that the Doctor would not have objected to the 
propriety of expressing a proper eternity, by saying, 
From eternity, from everlasting, from eternal ages. Yet in 
reality there is as great an impropriety in these expres- 
sions, as in that which the Doctor pronounces an impro- 
priety. Understood strictly and literally they imply, 
that there is a point at which eternity began, and from 
eternity is from that point. ‘The very use of the preposi- 
tion from implies this. _ It implies, that the computation 
is made from something, at which eternity began. ‘This 
something must strictly be some time, or some point in 
endless duration, So that from eternity. taken strictly, is 
as real and as great an impropriety as before eternity or 

- before ciernal times. The same is observable of to eterni- 
ty. Yet from eterntiy and to eternity, are in fact used 

- among ns to express an absolute eternity: and how does 
it appear absurd, that the apostle should express the 
same idea by a phrase, in which no greater impropriety 
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is naturally implied, and which may as well, and in the 
same way, as the phrases from eternity and to eternity, be 
made properly to signify an absolute eternity? The im- 
propriety ‘supposed to be in the expression, Before eter- 
nal times, is, that it implies a beginning to eternity. The 
same is oouplies in the expression from eternity: and in 
the phrase to eternity it is implied that there is an end to 
eternity. But { mean not to insist on this: I do but just 
mention it, to show, that Dr. C’s most favourite proof, 
that caves means a temporary duration, is not demon- 
strative. 

The Doctor further observes,* “ The particles ¢% and 
emexetve, are sometimes added in the Septuagint, to the 
word aiov. Whereas, should we add the English words 
answerable to those Greek particles, to the term eternity, 
it would make evident nonsense.’? The Doctor was 
mistaken: we do say forever more, forever and ever, for- 
ever and for aye. Yet no man will hence infer, that in 
our language the words for ever do not properly mean an 
endless duration, or that forever and ever implies an ad- 

dition to eternity. 

- Doctor C. insists,t that * esav and awves signify nothing 
more than an age, dispensation, period of continuance, 
either. longer or shorter ;” That ‘it is certain, this is 
the sense in which they are commonly, if not always 
usedin the sacred pages ;”” That this is “ the frequent and 
almost perpetual use of the words—in the sacred writ- 
ings.” ‘It is by no means granted, nor has the Doctor 
made it evident, that this is almost the perpetual use of 
those words, especially in-the New Testament. Asay 
reckoning the reduplications of it, as ot aswves Tav ciwvav, to 
be but singte instances of its use, occurs in the New Tes- 
tament in one hundred and four penpnces ; in’ thirty- -two 
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of which, it means a temporary duration.* tn seven, il 
may be taken in either the temporary cr endless sense.} 
In sixty-five, including six instances in which itis applied 
to future punishment, it plainly signifies an endless dura- 
tion.{ How then could Dr. C. say, that it is commonly if 
aot always used in the sacred pages, to signify an age or dis- 
pensation only ? and that this is almost the perpetual use of it? 

But if a» used absolutely did generally signify a mere 
temporary duration; it would not thence follow, that it 
has the same restricted signification, when governed by 
the preposition es. It is never applied to future punish- 
ment, but in this construction, In the whole New Tes- 
tament, it is used in this construction, sixty-one times, in 
six of which it is applied to future punishment.) That in 


*The places are, Matt. xii. 32; xiii. 22; 39, 40, 49; xxiv. 3; 
xxvili. 20; Mark iv. 19; Luke i. 70; xvi. $; xx. 34, 35; Acts 
iii, 21; Rom, xii. 2; 1 Cor, i. 20; ii. 6, twice, 7, 85. iii, 18; x; 
11; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Gal.i.4; Eph. i. 21; ii. 2; vi.l2; 1 Tim, vi. 
17; 2 Tim. iv. 10; Tit. ii, 12; Heb. i. 2; ix. 26; xi. 3. 

{The places are, Mark x, 30; Luke xviii. 30; John i ix. 82; 
Eph. ii. 7; iii. 93 Col. i. 26; Heb. vi. 5. 

{The places are as follows; Matt. vi. 13; xxi. 19; Mark xi. 
14; Luke i. 33, 55; John iv. 14; vi. 51, 583 viii. 35, twice, 51, 
52; x. 28; xi. 26; xii. 34; xiii.8; xiv. 16; Acts xy. 18; Rom, 
i. pie: ix. 5; xi. 36; xvi. 27; 1 Cor. viii, 135 2 Cor. ix. 9; xi. 

; Gal. i. 5; Eph.iii. 11,21; Phil.iv. 20; 1 Tim, i, 17, twice ; 
mah iv, 18; Heb. i. 8; v. 65. vi. 20; vii. 17, 21, 24, 28; xiii. 
$,21; 1 Pet. i, 23, 25; iv. 113 v. 115 2 Pet, iii. 185, ae. 
17; 2John 2; Rev.i..6, 18; iv. 9, 10; v. 13) 145 2 
xi. 15; xv. 7; xxii 5.—The sixinstancesatl yhich 
fature punishment, are, Mark iii. 29 5 2Petsiis 17; Jud: 135 Rev. 
Mivs 115°xix. 33 (xx. 10%" ig is wt tobe 

§In this construction it is found in all the texts m 
the last marginal note, except Acts:xv. 18 ; Epheiit 
in 1 Tim, i. 17, and 2 Pet. iii, 18. ven 

I have been thus particular in noting all the 
occurs in the New Testament, that the reade 
and judge for himself, whether I have given 
of the use of that word by the inspired writers. 


STRICTLY EXAMINED. | 323 


all the remaining fifty-five it is used in the endless sense, 
Iappealtothe reader. Ifin those fifty-five instances it be 
used in the endless sense ; this surely is a ground of strong 
presumption, that in the six instances, in which it is 
applied to future punishment, it is used in the same 
sense. 

The adjective ca:avios is still more- unfavourable to Dr. 
C’s system, than the substantive wav. [1 is found in sev- 
enty-one places in the whole New Testament; sixty-six, 
beside the five in which Dr. C. allows it is applied to 
future punishment.* In every one of the sixty-six in- 
stances, except two, 2 Tim. i. 9; and Tit. i. 2; it may, 
to say the least, be understood in the endless sense. If 
beside the two instances jnst mentioned, Rom. xvi. 25; 
Philem. 15 ; Heb. vi. 2; and Jude 7, should be pleaded, 
which I think are all that any universalist will pretend 
do contain a limited sense; it may be observed concern- 
ing Rom. xvi. 26, that uoglnpiov Xpovolg cerwvioss ver mynevov 
may, with at least as great truth and propriety, be ren- 
dered “ mystery kept secret during the eternal or unlim- 
_ ited past ages, or from eternity,” as, ‘mystery kept 
secret since the world began.”—The literal construc- 
tion of Philem. 15, 16, is, “* That thou mightest receive 
him eternal, no longer as a servant, but above a servant, 
‘a brother ;” or more briefly thus; ‘‘ That thou mightest 

* The places are, Matt. xix. 16, 29; xxv. 46; Mark x. 17,30; 
Luke x. 25; xvi. 9; xviii. 18, 30; John iii. 15, 16, 36; iv. 14, 
86; v 24, 39; vi. 27, 40, 47, 54,68; x. 28; xii. 25,50; xvii. 2, 
3; Acts xiii. 46, 48; Rom. ii. 7; v. 21; vi. 22, 23; xvi. 25, 26; 
2 Cor. iv. 17,18; v. 1; Gal. vi; 8; 2 Thess. ii. 16; 1 Tim. i. 163 
vi. 12, 16, 19; 2 Tim: i. 9; ii. 10; Tit. i. 2, twice ; iii. 7; Phileoy 
15; Heb. v. 9; vi. 2; ix. 12; 14, 15; xiii. 20; 1 Pet. v.10; 2 
Pet. i 11; 1Johni. 2; ii.25; iii. 15; v.11, 13, 20; Jud.7, 21; 
Rev, xiv. 6.—The five texts in which Dr. C allows asmvoc to be 
applied to future punishment are, Matt. xviii. 8; xxv. 41, 46; 
Mark iij. 29; 2 Thess. i. 9; To which is to be added, Jude 7. 
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receive him as an eternal brother.” That Onesimus 
was, in the endless sense, become an eternal brother to 
Philemon, and that as such he ought to be received by 
Philemon, cannot be disputed, provided they both were, 
as the apostle supposed them to be, real Christians.— 
The final judgment intended in Heb. vi. 2, may with the 
same propriety be called an endless judgment, because it 
refers to an endless duration to follow; as it may be 
called the judgment of an age or dispensation, because it 
refers to an age or dispensation which shall then have 
been past.—As to the fire suffered by the Sodomites, if 
the text mean the fire of hell, then Jude 7, is to be 
added to the five texts, in which it is acknowledged 
aiovios refers to future punishment. If it mean the fire 
in which they and their city were consumed in this world, 
it can be called eternal, or awvos, with respect to the 
effect only: and to say that this effect is to last fora 
limited time only, is the same as to say, that the Sodo- 
mites are finally to be saved; which is to beg the grand 
question. 

As to 2 Tim. i. 9, and Tit. i. 2, without insisting on 
what has been observed in page 319, 320, 321, if it should 
be granted, that inthesetwo instances eimmes is used in a 
limited sense, I conceive no injury would result to*the 
doctrine for which I plead. It will not be disputed that’ 
the words eternal and everlasting in our language, are 
sometimes used in a limited sense : and perhaps no book 
written in the English language, especially written by 
so many different authors, and at such distant times, as 
the New Testament, can be found, in which the word 
eternal is used seventy times, and not twice at Lo ha 
the limited sense. s yar 

As the proper meaning of the word aiwyies itso much 
insisted on by Dr. C. and as he triumphs in the idea, 
- that it is almost perpetually, by the sacred writers, used _ 
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in the limited sense, 1 must beg the patience of the 
reader, while I descend to the consideration of the par- 
ticular texts, in which it occurs. In forty-four of the 
forementioned sixty-six texts, a:owes is applied to the 
future life of the righteous, and therefore is used in the 
endless sense. If this be not allowed, it will follow, that 
there is no promise, no security of an endless life to the 
righteous, or to any of mankind, and of course universal 
salvation must be given up; as shall be more particu- 
larly shown presently. In Luke xvi. 9, it is applied to 
the celestial habitations of the righteous: in 2 Cor. iv. 
17, to the future glory of the righteous: in 2 Cor. v. 1, 
to their house in heaven: in 2 Thess. ii. 16, to their 
consolation: in 2 Tim. ii. 10, to their future glory: in 
Heb. v. 9, to their salvation: in Heb. ix. 15, to their 
future inheritance. ‘That in these seven instances it is 
used in the endless sense, will doubtless be granted, by 
all those who allow this to be the sense of it in the pre- 
ceding forty-four. In Heb. ix. 12, it is applied to the 
redemption of Christ: in Heb. xiii. 20, to the covenant 
_ of grace: in Rev. xiv. 6, to the gospel. That in these 
three instances, it is used in the endless sense, it is pre- 
sumed, there can be no dispute among Christians. The 
sense is still more determinate, when it is applied to the 
‘Deity or his perfections, as it is to God himself, in Rom. 
xvi. 9: to the divine power, in 2 Tim. vi. 16: to the 
divine glory, in 1 Pet. v. 10: to the Holy Ghost, in Heb. 
ix. 14—In 2 Cor. iv. 18, it is applied to things unseen, 
as opposed to things seen: and to suppose, that in this 
instance it means the duration of an age or dispensation 
only, would destroy all opposition between things seen 
and things unseen; because many of the former continue 
for an age or dispensation, as well as the latter. The 
bare writing of this passage, so as to express a limited 
duration, sufficiently confutes that sense: thus, “ The 
28* 
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things which are seen, are temporal; but the things 
‘which are = semi continue for an age‘or dispensation.” 
—In 2 Pet. i. 11, cswves, is applied to the kingdom of 
Christ. Iam aware, that the believers in Dr. C’s book, 

will hold, that in this instance, it is used in the limited 
sense, because according to that book, the kingdom of 
Christ is of mere temporary continuance. To assert 
this however is a mere begging of a question in dispute. 
That this kingdom is not.of mere temporary continuance, 
some reasons have been urged to show.* How forcible 
those reasons. are, is submitted to the reader.—Now 
these texts, together with 2 Tim. i. 9; Tit. i.2; Rom. 
xvi. 25; Philem. 15; Heb. vi. 2, and Jude 7, which 
were before considered, make up the whole sixty-six. 

For the truth of this account ef the use of asmvies in the 
New Testament, | appeal to all who are acquainted 
with the Greek Testament, or are capable of examining 
it. Andif asmvios be used seventy-one times in the whole ; 
sixty-six times besides those instances, in which it is 
allowed to be applied to future punishment: and if in 
all those sixty-six instances, except two, it certainly 
mean, or at least may fairly and most naturally be under- 
stood to mean, an endless duration ; if in all, except six, 
it must necessarily be understood in the endless sense ; 
what are we hence naturally, and may I not say, neces- 
sarily, led to conclude, concerning those instances, in 
which it is applied to the punishment of the wicked? 
Doubtless that in those instances tap it is maa in the 
endless sense. 

But what are we to think of Dr. Cs saying, that this 
word is, in the sacred pages, most frequently and almost 
perpetually, used in the limited sense? With all his 
parade of Greek learning, and of a thoroug intance 
with the Greek Testament, was he ‘in reality so little 

* See Chap. xii. page 234, ion ao ear 
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acquainted with it, as to fall into such an egregious mis- 
take? If it should be here pleaded in defence of Dr. C. 
that he supposed aves to be used in the limited sense, 
in all those instances in which it is applied to the future 
life of the righteous; and that on this supposition, it is 
almost perpetually used in the limited sense: it may be 
observed, that Dr. C. did indeed suppose this; and he 
might as well have supposed, that the same word applied: , 
to future punishment is used in the limited sense. This 
latter supposition would have been no more a begging 
of the question than the former. But of this more pre- 
sently. | 
Dr. C.* thinks “it is evident from the very texts that 
are brought to prove the strict eternity of hell-torments, 
that they contain no such doctrine.”? This proposition 
is supported by the following considerations—Tbat in 
two texts the word everlasting is applied to the fire of 
hell, not to the punishment or misery of the wicked— 
That fire in its own nature tends to an end, and will by the 
laws of nature necessarily in time come to an end—That 
fire powerfully tends to bring ona dissolution of those 
bodies that are cast into it. 
1. That the word everlasting is applied, in two texts, 
to the fire, not to the punishment, of hell; hence the 
Doctor infers, in words which he quotes with approba- 
tion from Nichol Scot, that though ‘the fire be without 
end, it will not follow, that every individual subject, 
which is cast into it, must be so-too.”t Did the Doctor 
then believe, that some of the subjects of hell-fire will 
not exist without end, but will be annihilated? This is 
to give up the salvation of all men.—Besides ; that the 
fire of hell will be kept up without end, and therefore 
eternal ages after all the subjects shall be either annihi- 
Jated or delivered out of it, is a mere conjecture, unsup- 
aa. * Page 272, + Ibid. . 
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ported by any evidence from scripture or reason. As 
well might the Doctor have said, The saints will indeed 
be received to everlasting habitations ; the habitations 
will be strictly without end; but the saints will, after a 
while, be all either annihilated or sent to hell.—What if 
the word everlasting be in two instances applied to the 
fire of hell? In other instances it is applied to the 
punishment, to the destruction, to the smoke of the torment, 
and to the torment itself of the damned, Rev. xx. 10, 
“ And” [they] “ shall be tormented, day and night, for- 
ever and ever.” And if, when applied to the fire, it 
prove that to be without end, doubtless when applied to 
the punishment, to the destruction, to the torment, it 
equally proves them to be without end. 

2. That “ fire as such naturally tends to an end, and 
will, in time,” by the laws of nature, “ actually come to 
an end.”’*—This, like many other of Dr. C’s arguments, 
if it prove any thing, proves too much, and therefore 
really proves nothing. It depends on this very false 
principle, that whatever, according to the laws of nature, 
established in this world, would, without an immediate 
divine interposition, come to an end, will certainly come 
to an end in the future world. Now according to this 
principle, all the bodies of both sinners and saints, in the 
future world, as well as this, will be dissolved. Nay, as 
their souls too are constantly upholden in existence by 
the agency of God, and would in their own nature imme- 
diately cease to exist, were it not for that continued 
agency; it follows, according to the principle now under 
consideration, that all the souls of both sinners and saints 
will actually come to an end, in the future world. But 
as this consequence will be rejected, and as it will be 
granted, that the souls of all men will, by the of 
God, be upholden without end; so the same y will 
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be sufficient, to continue the fire of hell without end; 
and that whether it be material fire or not. If it be not 
material fire, it does not, in its own nature, more tend to 
an end, than the souls of men, or the faculties of those 
souls. If it be material fire, still it may, as was just now 
observed, be perpetuated to an absolute eternity. 

{f this argument from the tendency of fire to an end, 
be of any force, it will overthrow Dr. C’s scheme, equally 
as the contrary. For it is equally the tendency of all 
the fire, of which we have any experience, to come to 
an end, in a short time, as to come to an end at all. No 
fire in this world will, without new supplies of fuel, last 
for ages of ages, or even for one age. But with a proper 
supply of fuel, any fire may be kept up without end. If 
therefore we are to conclude, that the fire of hell will 
come to an end, because the fire of which we have 
knowledge, will without a new and constant supply of 
fuel, come to an end; we are also to conclude, that the 
fire of hell will come to an end, before the expiration 
of one age.—Indeed God can make the fire of hell last 
for an age: and he can with equal ease make it last 
without end. Nay, he can make our common fire last 
without end. The same power which shall make our 
bodies immortal, can make our common fire strictly eter- 
nal, ‘To this end the nature of that fire needs no greater 
alteration, than the nature of our bodies needs, to render 
them immortal. 

The Doctor informs us,* that he sees not but an age, 
dispensation or period, for the continuance of this fire, 
will very well answer the full import of the word ancy, 
everlasting ; especially, if we suppose this age to last till 
the fire has accomplished the end, for which it was 
enkindled.”—But it is not allowed by the opponents of 
the Doctor, that the fire will ever have accomplished 
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the end, for which it was enkindled; and to argue on 
that supposition, is to take for granted, what is as much 
in dispute, as any subject of this whole controversy.— 
He adds, The words concerning Sodom and Gomorrah, 
“ They are set forth for an example, suffering the ven- 
geance of eternal fire,” ‘import no more than this, that 
this fire lasted till it had accomplished the design of 
heaven, in the destruction of those cities, for a standing 
example of the divine vengeance® to after ages, And the 
fire of hell is doubtless called everlasting for the like rea- 
sov.” According to this then, the word everlasting, &c. 
applied to future punishment, gives no evidence, that 
that punishment is to last longer, than the time, during 
which the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah were in con- 
suming, or longer than one day: and the flood of Noah, 
as it lasted till it had accomplished the design of heaven 
in the destruction of the old world, for a standing public 
example of the divine vengeance to after ages, was an 
eternal flood: The deaths of Korah, Dathan and Abiram, 
of Nadab and Abihu, of Zimri and Cosbi, &c. &c. were 
for the same reasons eternal deaths.—But how is this 
sense of everlasting consistent with that for which Dr. 
C. abundantly contends, that it signifies the duration of 
an age? And if *‘ the fire of hell be doubtless called ever- 
. lasting,” in the former sense, how does it appear, that it 
ever is, or that it can consistently be, called onary sete 
in the latter sense ? Dane poe rarae 

3. “Fire powerfully tends to bring oan iNet of 
continuity, in those bodies, that are cast into it;” there- 
fore the punishment of hell is not endless.t So fire 
tends to bring on a dissolution of the human body ina 

very short time, in one hour, or in a much ——" 

* Let it be remembered, that Dr. C. i is a a bitter ex to rin- 
dictive punishment. 
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theretore the punishment of hell will not last for ages of 
ages, or for one age, or even for one day. This argu- 
ment is just as conclusive, as that now quoted from Dr. 
C. He who can make an human body endure the fire of 
hell for an age, can make it endure the same fire, for 
an endless succession of ages. Therefore though fire 
does powerfully tend to bring on a dissolution of those 
bodies, which are cast into it, it by no means thence fol- 
lows, either that such dissolution will be effected in the 
wicked; or that their torment will ever come to an end. 

The Doctor proceeds* to argue, that future punish- 
ment will not be endless, because ‘‘ the wicked are not 
said to live always intorment without dying ; or that their 
bodies shall be immortal, or incorruptible, or indissolu- 
ble: but that they shall reap corruption, be destroyed, 
perish, undergo death.” Onthis passage it may be re- 
marked, 

1. That by dying, corruption, destruction, perishing, the 
second death, he evidently means something different from 
torment; as he sets those terms in opposition to torment 
or misery. Yet he tells us in the very same page, that 
‘the second death, which wicked men shall pass through, 
and their being cast into the lake of fire, mean—one 
and the same thing.”’. In other parts of his book, he 
declares, that everlasting destruction evidently means 
misery,}—that “the being cast into the furnace of fire, 
where there shall be wailing and gnashing of teeth, 
means the same thing, in the sacred dialect, with the 
second death,”{—that the scripture expresses going 
through the torments “of hell, by being hurt of the 
second death.”§ 

2. If by daishodivtansition, &c. Dr. C. mean any thing 
different from the torment of the damned, it seems he 
must mean, either annihilation, or a dissolution of the 
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connexion of the souls and bodiesof the damned, and 
their transition from the state, in which they are, to be 
immediately after this life, to the next succeeding state. 

If he mean the former, it is indeed opposed to their end- 
less misery, and equally opposed to their final salvation, 
If he mean a transition of the damned. to some other 
state, this is no proof against endless misery; because 
the Doctor himself supposes, that the damned, or some 
of them at least, will pass through several. succeeding 
states of misery. And let them pass through eyer so. 
many succeeding states, there is no evidence arising from 
this bare transition, that they will ever be saved. So 
that let the Doctor mean, in this case, what he will, by 
death, destruction, &c. those words are either not at all 
opposed to the endless misery of the wicked, or they are 
equally opposed.to their endless happiness. Whether 
they do mean annihilation or not, has been already con- 
sidered in chap. v.. The truth undoubted}y i is, what Dr. 

C. himself abundantly holds, though in writing this pas- 
sage, he seems to have forgotten it; that the, death, 

destruction, corruption, second death of. the damned, is 
their misery or torment, the smoke of which shall ascend 
forever and ever, and in which in Rey. xx: 10, they are 
expressly said to be tormented forever and ever, 

3. If the express words ‘* The wicked shall always live 
in torment, without dying,” ? be not written in scripture, 
yet it is there written, that ‘ they shall go_ into. _ever- 
lasting punishment ;” that “ the smoke of thei torment 
shall ascend forever and ever,” ‘ “ that they s pall be tor- 
mented forever and ever,’ &c. In Rev. xx. 10, it _is 
said, “¢ The devil that deceived them, was cast int the 
lake of fire and brimstone, where the beas 
prophet are, and they shall be tormented , 
forever and ever ;” Baravcdyros]as, in the | 
Now so long as a person js tormented, he lives in tor- 
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ment without dying: and to be tormented forever and 
ever, is to live always in torment without dying. What 
right then had Dr. C. to say, that the wicked are not 
said to live always in torment without dying? And if the 
very words just quoted from Dr. C. had been inserted in 
the sacred volume, they might have been explained 
away as easily as the expressions just now quoted from 
scripture, and as the many other declarations of endless 
torment which are there to be found. It might have 
been said, The wicked, while such, shall indeed always 
live in torment; but no sooner shall they repent and 
become righteous, than they shall be delivered from 
their torment, into endless bliss. ‘The righteous are no 
more in the very words said to be immortal in happiness, 
than the wicked are said to be immortal in misery ;. and 
shall we therefore deny, that they are to be immortal in 
happiness? If it had been said, that the wicked shall be 
incorruptible or indissoluble in misery, it might have 
‘been pleaded, with as much plausibility, as attends many 
of Dr. C’s pleas, that this meant, that while they are in 
misery, they are incorruptible, &c. not that they shall 
without end remain-in misery. 

The Doctor tells us,* that “the texts which joitt aa- 
wos, everlasting, with the misery of the wicked, are very 
few in comparison with those, which join with it a disso- 
lution, destruction, or death.” That this observation 
may be at all to the purpose, it ought to be shown—1. 
That destruction, death, &c. as applied in scripture to 
the damned, are inconsistent with their endless misery, 
and are not at the same time, equally inconsistent with 
their final salvation —2. That whenever there is a seem- 
ing inconsistency between several passages of scripture, 
and to relieve the difficulty, we are necessitated to under- 
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stand some of them in a figurative sense; we are to 
determine, that the truth is according to the literal tenor 
of the greater number, and that the minority, as in pop- 
ular assemblies, is always to give way to the majority, 
and complaisantly submit to a figurative construction. 

A view has now been taken of Dr. C’s arguments to 
prove that amy eternity and wiwvios, eternal do not in the 
sacred writings properly mean an endless duration. Con- 
cerning the validity of those arguments, it is the province 
of the reader to judge. 

We are next to attend to the Doctor’s answer to the 
argument drawn from the circumstance, that the same 
word in scripture is used to express the duration of the 
misery of the wicked, as is used to express the duration 

of the happiness of the righteous, and that in the same 
‘text; as Matt. xxy. 46; “ These shall go away into eter- 
nal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life.” 

The Doctor’s first answer to this argument is, that the 
state next succeeding the present, is not final, either with 
respéct to the wicked or the righteous: and therefore 
the word eternal, even when applied to the life of the 
righteous, means not an endless duration.* For this 
hypothesis he gives no new reasons, but refers us to what 
he had said before, which we have already considered,} 
and the sum of which is, that Christ’s kingdom is not to 
continue without end, but is at last to be delivered up to 
the Father; that the reward promised in scripture to the 
righteous is to be bestowed upon them in this kingdom 
of Christ; that that reward therefore cannot be without 
end.—In opposition to this, it has been shown, that the 
scriptures abundantly assure us, that the kingdom of 
Christ is to be without end; and that whatever is said in 
_ scripture concerning Christ’s resignation of the kingdom 
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to the Father, must be understood in a consistency with 
the endless duration of Christ’s kingdom: and an at- 
tempt was made, to show in what sense of resigning the 
kingdom, a consistency can be preserved. 

Further; the idea now advanced by Dr. C. cannot be 
admitted, in a consistency either with the scriptures, nor 
with Dr. C. himself. 

1. Not with the scriptures. For if Matt. xxv. 46, and 
the many other texts, which promise eternal life to the 
righteous, do not promise them an endless life and hap- 
piness, there is no promise of such happiness to the righ- 
teous in all the scripture: and with at least as much plau- 
sibility, as the Doctor evades the force of Matt. xxv. 46 ; 
may the force of any text be evaded, which can be 
brought to prove the endless life of the righteous. Let 
us consider those, which the Doctor supposes determine 
the future life and happiness of the righteous to be end- 
less.* Luke xx. 36; ‘“ Neither can they die any more.” 
This may be evaded two ways; it may be said to mean 
no more, than that they shall not die during the continu- 

ance of Christ’s kingdom; and the original happily 
favours this construction, OvJe arobave el DuvervJat. Neither 
can they die as yet; their death will be deferred till the 
end of Christ’s kingdom.—It may also be evaded thus, If 
they cannot die any more they may live in misery.— 
1 Cor. ix. 25; “ But we an incorruptible crown.” True, 
the crown may be incorruptible indeed! but the posses- 
sor may be very corruptible: as Dr. C. supposes the fire . 
of hell may be endless, though the wicked shall all be 
delivered out of it in time.—And when the bodies of the 
saints are said to be raised incorruptible, to put on incor- 
ruption, immortality, &c. this may mean indeed, that they 
shall exist and live, but not that they shall be happy 
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without end.— We receiving a kingdom, which cannot 
be moved,” Heb. xii. 28 ; the kingdom may indeed be im- 
moveable ; yet a great part of the subjects may be remov- 
ed.—1 Pet. i. 4; He hath begotten us—to an inheri- 
tance incorruptible, undefiled, and that fadeth not away.” 
All this may be true concerning the inheritance, yet all 
the heirs from among men, of that inheritance, may be 
removed from the possession of it, and in that sense, may 
fade away.—Rey. ii. 11; ‘“ He that overcometh, shall 
not be hurt of the second death.” He may however be 
hurt of the third, fourth or fifth death—Chap. xxi. 4 ; 
‘God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes, and 
there shall be no more death.” Here also I avail myself 
of the original: it may be literally rendered, “ The 
death shall not be as yet.”.—1 Thess. iv. 17; “ So shall 
we be ever with the Lord.” The word ever, xavJoJ., 
properly signifies not endlessly, but constantly, continually, 
uninterruptedly. In this sense it is manifestly used in 
every other instance in the New Testament. Nor isitin 
any instance, beside this 1 Thess. iv. 17, applied at all 
to the future state. Therefore 1 Thess. iv. 17, means 
no more, than that the saints, while they are in heaven, 
shall be uninterruptedly with Christ; as John xii. 8, 
means, that while we are in the world, we uninterrupt- 
edly have the poor with us. 

Thus by admitting Dr. C’s sense of Matt. xxv. 46, we 
erase from the scriptures every promise of endless life 
and happiness to the righteous, and overthrow the gos- 
pel.—Indeed Dr. C. expressly holds, that there is no 
promise in the gospel-of endless happiness to any man ; 
how consistently with himself, the reader will judge.* 
“ The reward promised, under the administration of 
Christ’s kingdom, in the present state, in order to per- 
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suade men to become his good and faithful subjects, is 
not the final happiness God intends to bestow upon them ; 
but the happiness of that state, which intervenes between 
the resurrection and God’s being all in all.” Yet* he 
quotes the texts remarked on in the last paragraph, 
and says they determine, that the happiness of the righ- 
teous is to be endless: and were not those texts suppos- 
ed by Dr. C. to be promises, given under the administra- 
tion of Christ’s kingdom, in this present state, in order 
to persuade men to become his good and faithful subjects ? 

2. Nor is Dr. C’s construction of Matt. xxy. 46, any 
more consistent with his own scheme, than it is with the 
Bible. His whole scheme supposes, that all men will 
be finally happy: and he believed that the doctrine of 
final happiness is taught in scripture. He professes to 
ground his whole book immediately on scripture. But 
if there be no promise in scripture, of endless happiness, 
as is implied in his construction of Matt. xxv. 46; and as 
he expressly holds, in page 222; his whole scheme ne 
to the ground. 

That Dr. C. does in other parts of his book, hold that 
there are promises of endless happiness, does not relieve 
the matter. ‘To be inconsistent and to contradict one’s 
self, clears up no difficulty. Who is answerable for that 
inconsistence, I need not inform the reader. It is mani- 
fest, the Doctor was driven into this inconsistence, by 
ihe pressure of the argument from Matt. xxv. 46, That 
the punishment of the wicked is of the same duration 
with the happiness of the righteous, because in the very 
same sentence it is said, The wicked shall go away into 
everlasting punishment, and the righteous into everlast- 
ing life. 

_ If there be no promise in scripture, of final happiness, 
then all those texts from which the Doctor argues uni- 
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versal salvation, are altogether impertinent, and prove 
nothing to the purpose for which they are brought. A 
promise is an assurance of the bestowment of some 
future good. If therefore, Rom. v. 12, &c. Chap. viii. 19, 
&c. 1 Cor. xv.. 24, &c. &c. be no promises of endless 
happiness, they afford no assurance nor evidence, that all 
will be finally saved. 

gin the same manner in which Dr. C. restricts Matt. 
xxy. 46, to a limited duration, may every text from 
which he argues universal salvation, be restricted. If 
the life promised in the last quoted text, be a limited 
life ; a life to be enjoyed before the kingdom is deliver- 
ed up to the Father; what reason can be given why, in 
Rom. y. 18, ‘ The free gift came upon all men to justifi- 
cation of life,” the life promised is not the same, and of 
the same limited duration ?—If life for a limited duration. 
only be promised in Matt. xxv. 46; then the destruction 
of death for a limited duration only, is of course all that 
is promised in the same text. And if the destruction of 
death for a limited duration only be all that is promised 
in Matt. xxv. 46; how does it appear, that a destruction 
of death for any more than a limited duration, is promis- 
ed in 1 Cor. xv. 26, “the last enemy that shall be de- 
stroyed is death ?’—And how strange is it, that Dr. C. 
should from Rom. viii. 21, ** The creature shall be de- 
livered from the bondage of-corruption, into the glorious 
liberty of the children of God,” argue the certain salva- 
tion of all men, when he himself holds, that the glorious 
liberty promised the children of God, does not mean final 
salvation. 

The Doctor’s second, answer to the argument from 
Matt. xxv. 46,is founded on the supposition, that the next 
is the final state with respect to both the righteous and 
ithe wicked.*—If the next state of the wicked be final, 
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the Doctor abundantly declares, that all men will not be 
saved.*—“ If the next state is a state of punishment not 
intended for the cure of the patients themselves,—it is 
impossible all men should be finally saved."t ‘+ If—the 
wicked are sent to hell as so many absolute incurables, 
the second death ought to be considered as that which 
will put an end to their existence, both in soul and body.” 
Thus this second answer of Dr. C. wholly depends#n 
the supposition, that the wicked are to be annihilated ; 
and to evade the argument from Matt. xxv. 46, to prove 
endless punishment, he is necessitated to adopt the scheme 
of annihilation, and thus to give up his whole system of 
universal salvation. 

The Doctor gives us three reasons to show, that even 
on the supposition, that the next is the final state, it will 
not follow, from the endless happiness of the righteous, 
that the wicked will suffer endless misery. The first 
reason is, That the word everlasting, a:wvios, when applied 
“to the righteous, is mostly joined with the word life: 
whereas this word, when applied to the wicked, is never 
_ connected with their life, but always with the fire, or 
with their damnation, punishment, or destruction.[—Now 
this observation is wholly impertinent, on any other sup- 
position, than that the wicked are to be annihilated: for 
Dr. C. himself makes this observation, supposing that 
the next state of the wicked will be final. And if it be 
final, the wicked must be without end in that state, 
which is allowed by all to be a state of misery; or they 
must not exist at all—Thus still the Doctor is obliged 
to give up his favourite scheme of the salvation of all 
men. , 

His second reason is, that it perfectly falls in with our 
natural notions of the infinite benevolence of the Deity, 
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that he should reward the righteous with endless life ; 
but not that he should punish the wicked with endless 
misery.* But our notions of the benevolence of the 
Deity, are to be conformed to divine revelation; and 
only when they are conformed to that standard, are they 
right. And to suppose, that the endless misery of those, 
who live and die in wickedness, is not agreeable to 
scriptural representations of the benevolence of the 
Deity, is a mere begging of the question.—This subject 
has already been largely considered in chap. viii. 

The Doctor’s last reason is, “ That we are naturally 
and obviously led to interpret cswvies, everlasting, when 
joined with the happiness of the righteous, in the end- 
less sense, from other texts which determine this to be 
its meaning.””—“ This” adds the Doctor, * I call a deci- 
sive answer to this branch of the objection, upon suppo- 
sition, that the next is the final state of man.”f Now 
all those his determinate texts have been already con-_ 
sidered in page 335, &c.; and in view of the observa- 
tions there made, the reader wiil judge, whether those 
texts do any more decisively, than the word aravios, ever- 
lasting, prove the future happiness of the righteous, to 
be without end. 

To confirm his construction of Matt. xxv. 46, Dr C. 
mentions two texts in which he supposes the word arayioc, 
everlasting, is in the same sentence used both in the 
limited and endless sense. One is Rom. xvi. 25, 26; 
“ According to the mystery which was kept secret [Xpoveis 
eiaviois| since the world began—but is now made manifest 
—according to the commandment [ev asaviev @eov] of the 
everlasting God.” Concerning this text it was before 

_ observed, that Xpovols aianes is perfectly capable of the 
endless sense. The mystery was kept secret from alt 
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eternity, or during the eternal ages which preceded 
creation; or through the eternity a parte ante, as some 
call it. So that this text answers not the Doctor’s pur- 
pose.—The other text produced by the Doctor, is Tit. 
i, 2, %In hope [Cons cwvov] of eternal life, which God 
that cannot lie, promised [po Xpovav aiavav| before the 
world began.” On this text, it has been observed,* that 
there is no absolute certainty, that it means a limited 
duration. But supposing that this indeed is an instance 
to the Doctor’s purpose: when it shall be made as evi- 
dent from the very nature of the case, or from any other 
source of evidence, that the wicked cannot be punished 
without end, as it is, that God could not give a promise 
before eternity ; doubtless we shall all give up the Doc- 
trine of endless punishment. 

At length we come to the Doctor’s criticism on the * 
expression forever and ever.—He seems to suppose, that 
expression in scripture does not refer to’the future pun- 
ishment of all the wicked, but only of “‘ the worshippers 
of the beast,’ and toa certain “‘ rabble rout of men,” as 
_ he calls them. Be this as it may, it equally overthrows 
the Docior’s scheme, as if it everso confessedly referred 
to the punishment of all the wicked.—But on the suppo- 
sition, that forever and ever refers to the punishment of 
the wicked in common, the Doctor thinks that that 
‘* phrase is obviously capable of being understood of a 
limited duration.”t His reasons are, That amy in the 
singular number almost perpetually signifies an age, or 
a limited duration,[—That though this word in the 
plural is to be met with in several places in the Septua- 
gint, yet in them all-it signifies a limited duration,§—In 
like manner the plural of amy is most commonly, if not 
always, used, in the New Testament, to point out a 
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limited duration ;* That es Tous atovas wv aiwvav is applied 
in Rev. xi. 15, to the kingdom of Christ, and therefore 
must mean a limited duration ;;—That «ig cesavae atmos, and 
£15 Tov octane nett £15 Tov cetovee Jou cimvos are always in the Sep- 
tuagint, to be understood in the limited sense.t 

1. Awy in the singular number almost perpetually 
signifies a limited duration.—.4nswer: It is by no means 
granted, that «my in the singular almost perpetually sig- 
nifies a limited duration; especially when governed by 
the preposition «is. In p. 321, &c. the use of aa», in the 
New Testament, was traced, both in the singular and 
plural, and it was found, that it is much more frequently 
used in the endless, than in the limited sense. If the 
use of the singular number only be traced, in even this 
number it is still most frequently used in the endless 
sense, as the learned reader may see, by examining the 
texts, in which it is used in the Greek Testament, all 
which have been already noted. Dr. C’s assertion there- 
fore, that it almost perpetually signifies a limited dura- 
tion, isa mere assertion, and stands for nothing until it 
shall be proved: and to make a mere assertion a ground 
of an important consequence, is not warrantable by the 
laws of reasoning and philosophy. ; 

But if the assertion were ever so true, the conse- 
quence, which Dr. C. thence draws, would by no means 
follow.—If av in the singular did almost perpetually 
signify a limited duration, it would not follow, that o 
aiaves lav aiavey too signifies a limited duration. Language 
is not made metaphysically by philosophers, but by the 
vulgar, without metaphysical reasoning: and the mean- 
ing of particular phrases is wholly determined by use, 
not by metaphysical reasoning on the natural force of 
the words, If therefore use haye determined o: aim»: 
wv asovey to mean generally or universally an endless 
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duration, this is enough to settle the present question, 
let «iw mean in the singular what it may. 

Or if we must reason metaphysically on this subject, 
it may be asseried, that o aimy Tov ciwvav OF of celmves Tov 
asvey is no absurd or unintelligible mode of expressing 
an endless duration. If amv signify an age, and the 
phrases just mentioned be rendered, the age of the ages 
and the ages of the ages, the strictest philosophy will jus- 
tify those phrases, a8 applied to eternity. We have no 
idea of eternity, but as an endless succession of ages. 
Therefore, that age, those ages, or that duration, which 
comprehends all those successive ages, is a proper eter- 
nity. The Doctor undertakes to reason metaphysically 
on this subject,* and observes, that ‘+a duration for eter- 
nities of eternities, is a very uncouth mode of expres- 
sion.”—But it is not more uncouth, than the expression 
of An eternity added to an eternity, or an eternity and an 

eternity. Yet this is the strict analysis of forever and 
ever, an expression rendered abundantly proper by use. 

One thing more ought to be observed, that «av, whether 
in the singular or plural, governed by the preposition 
es, invariably in the New Testament, signifies an endless 
duration. But in the phrase in question, e5 Yous axseovees Tov 
ava it is governed by that preposition. 

2. That theugh aves, the plural, is met with in seve- 
ral places in the Septuagint, yet in them all it signifies 
a limited duration.|—Answer 1. It does not appear, that 
aves in the Septuagint always signifies a limited dura- 
tion; nor is it used in this sense in all the instances, 
which Dr. C. produces to prove, that it always means a 
limited duration: as Psal. cxlv. 13, ‘“* Thy kingdom is an 
everlasting kingdom: Bactacie mavJov Twv civ.’ Dan, 
ii. 44; “In the days of these kings, the God of heaven 
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shall set up a kingdom—and it shall stand forever, eis Jous 
aswvas.”” ‘Though the Doctor endeavours to prove, that in 
these texts a limited duration must be intended, because 
in 1 Cor. xy. 28, Christ is represented as delivering 
up his kingdom to the Father; yet it is at least as clearly 
proved by Luke i. 33, “ Of his kingdom there is no end,” 
and the other texts before quoted,* that the texts now 
in question are to be taken in the endless sense.—Re- 
sides, how does it appear, that Psal. cxlv. 13, refers to 
the kingdom of Christ, as distinguished from the king- 
dom of the Father? And the kingdom of the Father Dr. 
C. allows, is without end. . 

There are other texts, in which aves seems beyond 
dispute to be used in the endless sense; as Psal. Ixxvii. 
7, ‘Will the Lord cast off forever, es Tous aiavas? and 
will he be favourable no more?” The latter expression 
explains the former to mean an endless duration. The 
next verses further confirm this idea.—Dan. iv. 34; “I 
praised and honoured him, that liveth forever, es Tous 
atwvas.”” Chap. vi. 26; * For he is the living God, and 
stedfast forever, eis Tous atavas.” If ctaves be not in these 
instances used in the endless sense, it is in vain to search 
for instances, in which it is used in that sense; and it 
may be presumed, that it is incapable of any application, 
by which it shall appear to be used in that sense. 

Ans. 2. But if it were ever so true, that asaves is never 
used in the Septuagint, but in a limited sense ; it by no 
means thence follows, that es Tous stoves Tov atwvey is in 
general, or at all, in the New Testament, used in a limit- 
ed sense. 

3. In like manner the plural of aay, is commonly, if 
_ not always, used in the New Testament to point out a 
limited duration.| The answers to this argument are the 
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very same, with those given to the preceding —(1) The 
plural of av, in the New Testament, even when it is 
not redoubled, is not commonly, much less always, used 
to point out a limited duration ; but is generally used to 
point out an endless duration, as the reader may see by 
the texts in which it occurs, all which are noted in the 
margin.* Dr. C. quotes Luke i. 33, ‘He shall reign 
over the house of Jacob forever,” as an instance, that a- 
aves means a limited duration. But if he had quoted the 
whole verse, the latter part would have effectually con- 
futed his sense of the former part. The words are, 
‘and of his kingdom there shall be no end.”—(2) If 
aves by itself did commonly point out a limited duration, 
it would not follow, that the same limited sense ssithin 
to c4s Tous cimves av csavay. 

4. Eis Tous aswvas ov ctavay is applied to the kingdom of 
Christ, in Rev. xi. 15; and therefore must mean a limit- 
ed duration.|—Answer: The application of that phrase 
to the kingdom of Christ, is no proof at all, that it is ever 
used in the limited sense : because it appears by Luke i. 
33, Dan. vii. 14, Isai. ix. '7, and more largely by what was 
said, page 302, &c. that Christ’s kingdom is without end. 

5. The phrases es asmvae cetwvos, and ets Tov cetarvee nett etg Tov 
aiave Tov aiaves are always in the Septuagint, to be under- 
stood in the limited sense.f 

Answer 1. It is by no means a conceded point, that 
those phrases in the Septuagint are always to be under- 
stood ina limited sense. The contrary appears even 
from the instances quoted by Dr. C. to prove that they 


_ * Inthe endless sense, Matt. vi. 13; Luke i. 33; Rom, i. 25; ix. 
5; xi. 36; xvi. 27; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Eph. iii. 11,21; 1Tim. i. 17; 
and Heb. xiii. 8.—In the limited sense, 1 Cor. ii. 7: x. 11; Eph. 
ii, '7; Heb. i. 2; ix, 26; xi.3.—In Eph. iii. 9; and Col. i. 26, -it 
is capable of either sense. 
t Page 298. t Page 301. 
30 


346 SALVATION OF ALL MEN 


are used in the limited sense ; as Psal. cxix. 44, “¢ So 
shall | keep thy-law continually. forever and ever.” Psal. 
exlv. 2, “I will praise thy name forever and ever.” ‘To 
suppose, that these texts contain no more, than a pro- 
fessed intention of the psalmist, to obey and to praise 
God, as iong as he should live in this world, is as arbitrary 
a supposition, as to suppose, that when the scriptures speak 
of God as living forever and ever, they mean no more, 
than tha God will live as long as men live in this world. 

Answer 2. But if those phrases in the Septuagint did 
ever so certainly mean a limited duration, it would not 
follow, that also the very different phrase eg Tous aswvces 
Jov cay in the New Testament, means a limited dura- 
tion. The truth is, this last phrase is not to be found in 
the Septuagint, though it frequently occurs in the New 
Testament. Beit so therefore, that those phrases in 
the Septuagint, mean’a limited duration; is it not very 
singular argumentation, thence to infer, that a very dif- 
ferent phrase found in the New Testament, means a lim- 
ited duration too? This is just as if Dr. C. had argued, 
that because the word lion in the Septuagint means a 
four-footed beast, therefore the word man in the New 
Testament means a four-footed beast too. 

The Doctor* holds, that “it is of no signiGconoy, that 
this phrase is sometimes applied to God:” because, if 
from this application merely, we argue the absolute eter- 
nity of God; we may argue the absolute eternity of the, 
land of Canaan, and of the successive generations of men, 
from the application to them, of the same or an equiva- 
lent phrase.—But the same phrase is never applied, 
either to the land of Canaan, or to the successive gener- 
ations of men: and whatever other phrase is applied to 
them, is by that very application proved not to be equiv- 
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alent: Because we have no other possible way to know, 
that any phrase is equivalent, than by its application to 
those subjects alone, which are of equal duration with 
those, to which alone the phrase in question is applied.— 
The Doctor proceeds ; “* Reason assures us, that the: dura- 
tion of God will have no end”—for this cause, * not from 
the force of this phrase, we interpret it when applied to 
God, as meaning a duration without end.” But is not 
the “eternity of God revealed in scripture, as well as 
known by reason? If so, where and in what words is it 
expressed? Let any more determinate expression of it 
be*pointed out in the scriptures. If the divine eternity 
be clearly revealed in scripture, and this phrase be as 
determinately expressive of it, as any in the bible, doubt- 
less it determines the future punishment of the wicked 
also, to be without end, because it is repeatedly applied 
to that. " Dae 
Finally, the Doctor observes,* * That it is as certain, 
that the phrase es Jous casavas Tov asavav, ought to be con- 
strued for ages of ages, as that the wicked io the resur- 
_ rection state, will not be incorruptible, but shail die a 
second time.” ‘That the wicked shall reap corruption, 
and shall suffer the second death, is not in the least in- 
consistent with their endless misery, unless corruption » 
and the second death mean either annihilation or final 
happiness. If they mean the same with the destruction — 
of the wicked, they mean misery, as Doctor C. himself 
allows ;{ and no man will say, that the declarations of 
scripture, that the wicked shall reap misery, or suffer 
‘misery, are a proof, that that misery is not endless. 
Or if corruption and the second death mean a transition 
from the resurrection state, to the next succeeding state, 
if any such there be, still that succeeding state, or the 
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final state of the wicked, may be a state of misery. But 
if corruption and the second death mean annihilation 
they overthrow the salvation of all men. Is it not there- 
-fore surprizing, that Dr. C. should over and over again, 
insist on an argument, as fully demonstrative of his 
scheme, which argument either wholly overthrows his 
scheme, or is utterly impertinent to the subject ? 

On the whole, it is left with the reader te determine, 
whether the reasons offered by Dr. C. prove, that ets Jous 
aiwves lov etwywy Means a limited duration.—That the rea- 
der may judge concerning the true force of that expres- 
sion, every place, in which it is used by the inspired - 
writers, is noted in the margin.* 

Next occurs Dr. C’s answer to the argument from 
Mark ix. 43; ‘“* The fire that never shall be quenched ; 
where their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quench- 
ed.”—The Doctor’s answer consists of these particulars 
—That the fire of hell may never be quenched; yet the 
wicked may not live in it endlessly[—That in hell, or 
while the wicked are in the next state of existence, their 
worm indeed shall not die, and their fire shall not be 
quenched; but their torment shall be continued during 
their existence in that state.|—As.to the first observa- 
tion, That the fire of hell may never be quenched, though 
the wicked shall be delivered out of it in time, by either 
salvation or annihilation; it has been observed to be a 
mere wild conjecture, and probably would never have 
been thought of, had not the scheme been in distress, and 
must be relieved by some means or other. Other re- 
marks have been made on this conjecture, to which I 


* Gal. i. 5; Phil. iv. 20; 1 Tim. i. 17; 2 Tim, iv, 18 ; Heb. 
- sili, 21; 1 Pet.iv.11; v.11; Rev. i.6, 18; iv. 9, 10; v. 13,14; 
vii. 12; x. 6; xi. 15: xiv. 11; xv. 7; xix 3; xx. 10; xxii. 4. 
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refer the reader.—Nor does the latter observation, espe- 
cially as connected with the former, appear to be more 
rational or pertinent. According to these two observa- 
tions, the sense of Mark ix. 43, 44, is merely this; It is 
better for thee to enter into life maimed, than having 
two hands, to go.into the fire which never shall be 
quenched, though thou mayest soon be delivered out of 
it: and in which while thou continuest, thy torments will 
not cease. But where is the evidence of the truth of this 
proposition ? How does it appear to be better for a man 
to cut off his right hand, and be forever after maimed, 
than ‘to go into a fire which is indeed endless, and in 
which while he continues, he will be uneasy, and eveh 
feel torment; though he may not continue in it two min- 
utes or two seconds? Who would not choose to suffer 
even a very painful torment, for a few seconds, or min- 
utes, rather than to lose an hand or an eye? Thus the 
sense which Dr. C. puts on Mark ix. 43, &c. utterly frus- 
trates the manifest design of our Lord, which was in that 
passage to exhibit a most powerful motive to the greatest 
self-denial. But according to the Doctor’s construction, 
the passage contains no powerful motive to self-denial, 
or any thing else. hy 
Besides; is it not flat and insipid, to tella man, , that 
he shall go into a fire which never shall be quenched,’ 
though he may be immediately taken out again ?—Yet 
this is the sense which Dr. C. puts on those words of our 
Saviour! But how is it to the purpose ? or how does it 
concern any man, if he be not in the fire’ of hell, that 
that fire shall never be quenched ?—Suppose a man is to 
be burnt at the stake. It would be a matter of indiffer- 
ence to him, whether the fire, in which he should be 
put to death, be continued burning for five hundred’ 
years, after his death, or be extinguished immediately + 
gad! to’ tell hioy by way of threatening,: that that fire: | 
: 30* 
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shall be kept up five hundred years after his death; or 
to threaten a criminal who is about to be executed on 
the gallows, that the gallows on which he shall die, shall 
stand a thousand years .after his execution; would be 
perfect impertinence. 

Doctor C. seems to insist much on this, That in Mark 
ix. 43, &c. a reference is had to the punishment of those 
whose bodies were either burnt in the valley of Hin- 
nom, or permitted to lie upon the ground, to be fed 
upon by worms. But it does not thence follow, as Dr. 
C. supposes, that as the fire of the valley of Hinnom went 
out, when the bodies were consumed, and the worm 
died, when the bodies were eaten up; so the fire and 
worm of hell shall cease. The sense may be, that as 
those bodies in the valley of Hinnom, were consumed 
by fire and worms, which after a while ceased; so the 
wicked in hell shall be tormented by fire and worms, 
which shall not cease.—Indeed this is expressly asserted : 
and as Mr. Hopkins justly observes, “ It cannot be 

granted, that our Saviour, by those words, “‘ Where their 

worm dieth not, and their fire is not quenched,” means a 
worm that dieth, and a fire that 7s quenched very soon. 
For this would pad to suppose, he means directly contrary 
to what he says.” 

The Doctor argues against endless punishment from 
the smallness of the number of those who are saved in 
the next state.| That “ only a few of mankind” should 
be saved finally, and “ the greater part eternally perish” 
he thinks not reconcileable with the great mercy of the 
Christian dispensation ; or with the glad tidings of great 
joy, and the divine good will celebrated at the birth of 

eur Saviour. . This argument is built on the supposition, 
that it would not be dishonorary to Christ, that a minority 
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of mankind be lost. But this would be equally inconsis- 
tent with Dr. C’s scheme, as that a majority be. lost. 
This argument, as it grants that some will not be saved, 
gives up the grand question, and disputes concerning the 
number only, which is to be saved. But this is no sub- 
ject of dispute in this controversy. 

Is it then no instance of great and glorious mercy, to 
institute a scheme, by which salvation may be offered to 
every creature; by which whosoever will, may take the 
water of life freely, and no man shall perish, but in con- 
‘sequence of his own voluntary rejection of that institu- 
tion? Is not the certain information of this institution 
indeed glad tidings of great joy to all people? Is not the 
institution a clear proof of the abundant good will of 
God to men, even though sinners, through their volun- 
tary opposition, obtain no good by it? It certainly is, if 
we may believe Dr. C. for it is a maxim with him, 
‘that we must not judge of the divine goodness, by the 
actual good, which we see produced, but must take into 
view the tendency of the divine administration,” &c. see 
the quotations made page 181. 

The Doctor says, “It is incredible, that God wake 
constitute his Son the Saviour of men, and the bulk of 
them be finally damned.”’* But why is it incredible? 
Is it not an undertaking worthy of Christ, in a way most 
honorary to God, to open a door of mercy and salvation 
to all mankind, though by the wicked and ungrateful 
rejection of Christ by the majority, a minority only will 
actually be saved? If it be not credible, that God should 
constitute his Son the Saviour of men, and ‘the bulk” 
of them be finally damned, is it credible, that Christ 
_ should be constituted the Saviour, and a bare majority 
of mankind be saved? If not, how large must the major- 
ity be? 
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As to the observation, “* That it is a gross reflection 
on the Saviour, whose proper business it is, to destroy 
the works of the devil, and rescue mankind out of his 
hands; to suppose, that the devil should finally get the 
better of Christ, by effecting the everlasting damnation 
of the greater part of men ;”* there are some particu- 
lars in it, which want explanation. First; what is meant 
by destroying the works of the devil? If this mean to 
abolish all sin, and all the misery consequent on sin te 
any of the human race ; it is not granted, that this is the 
proper business of our Saviour, nor is this the proper 
meaning of the original in 1 Jobn iii. 8, the text to 
which Dr. C. refers. The verb is Avoy, dissolve, take to 
pieces, and thus prevent the ill effect of the works of 
the devil. But if destroying the works of the devil 
mean, to defeat and to prevent the ill consequences 
of those works, so that no final damage shall thence 
arise to the interest of God’s kingdom, or of the universe ; 
it is granted, that this is the proper business of Christ. 
But it is not granted, but that this may be effected, with- 
out the salvation of all men.—Again, what is meant by 
“the devil’s getting the better of Christ?” ‘This doubt- 
less means, that he defeats Christ more or less, as to: 
some object of his mediatorial undertaking. But Dr. C.. 
has no more made it appear, that the final salvation of 
only a part, and a small part of the human race, implies 
such a defeat; or that it was not the original ‘intention 
of Christ to save a small. part only; than he has made it 
appear, that it was the intention of Christ to save all men. 

Dr. C. seems not to have reflected, while he was urg- 
ing this argument, that it equally militates against his 
own last resort, annihilation. For if an “end'be put to 
the existence, both in soul and body,” of all who-die im- 
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penitent, as the Doctor allows will be the case, if uni- 
versal salvation be not true ;* then on his principles, the 
devil will not be vanquished by Christ ; the works of the 
devil will not be destroyed, but “ he will get the better 
of Christ, by effecting the everlasting destruction of the 
greater part of those whom Christ came from heaven to 
save.” t—So that when this objection shall be answered, 
so far as it lies against Dr. C’s last resort, doubtless an 
answer will be supplied to those who believe in endless 
misery. 

After all, it is not an article of my faith, that only a 
small part of the human race will be finally saved. But 
my faith in this particular is not built on abstract reason- 
ings from the divine goodness and the mission of Christ. 
That divine goodness which suffered all the apostate 
angels to perish finally, might have suffered all, or a 
greater part of the apostate race of men, to perish in 
like manner. My faith is built on several representa- 
tions and prophecies of scripture, particularly concerning 
the millennium, and the general and long prevalence of 
_-virtue and piety in that period. Therefore in this view, 
the foundation of the objection from the smallness of the 
number saved, is taken away. } 
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CHAPTER XV. 


IN WHICH ARE CONSIDERED DR. C’S ANSWERS TO THE ARGU- 
MENTS DRAWN FROM WHAT IS SAID CONCERNING JUDAS, MARK 
xiv. 21 j3—FROM THE UNPARDONABLE SIN ;—-AND FROM THE 
TENDENCY OF THE DOCTRINE OF UNIVERSAL SALVATION TO 
LICENTIOUSNESS. 


Tue Doctor answers to the arguments from Mark xiv. 
21,‘ Wo to that man by whom the Son of Man is be- 
trayed. Good were it for that man, if he had never 
been born;” That perhaps it may be a proverbial ex- 
pression, not literally true ;*+—That if the literal sense 
were the most reasonable, considering this text by itself; 
yet considering the many passages brought by Dr. C. 
which declare the final salvation of all men, we must 
not understand this passage in the literal sense, as in 
that case we shall set the scripture at variance with 
itself :|—That the real meaning of this passage may be 
prophetical, as if our Lord had said, ‘“‘ The man who 
shall betray me “shall practically declare, that in his 
apprehension, it were good had he not been brought 
into being.” {—As to the first of these answers, it is a 
mere unsupported conjecture, and therefore is to be set 
down for nothing.—As to the second, it is not allowed 
that the Doctor has produced any one passage of scrip- 
ture which declares the final salvation of all men: but 
this in view of what has been said on the passages pro- 
duced by the Doctor, is submitted to the reader.—As 
the Doctor contends that this passage cannot be under- 
stood in the literal sense, without setting the scripture 
at variance with itself; so it is contended by the advo- 
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cates for endless punishment, that it can be understood in 
the literal sense, without setting the scripture at vari- 
ance with itself in the least degree ; and that the gene- 
ral tenor of the scripture points out the literal sense to 
be the true sense.—As to Dr. C’s third answer, it is, in 
the first place, a mere unsupported conjecture: secondly, , 
it may be noticed, that it is manifest, that the text pro- 
nounces the proper wo or curse, which should fall on 
the man who should betray our Lord. “The Son of 
Man indeed goeth, as it is written of him; but wo to 
that man, by whom the Son of Man is betrayed: good 
were it for that man, if he had never been born.””—But 
according to Dr. C. all the curse which this text de- 
nounces, is such a weariness of life and impatience of 
existence, as has sometimes befallen even true saints ; 
as in the instance of Job. And is it credible that this 
was the proper and full curse of betraying the Lord of 
life and glory ? Or that if this be, but a very small part 
of the curse of that abominable wickedness, our Lord 
would have mentioned it in such a manner, as naturally 
to communicate the idea, that it is the proper and full 
curse of it? 

After all the ingenuity of Dr. C. and other universal- 
ists, in torturing this passage to a meaning consistent 
with their scheme ; it remains a plain, direct, and posi- 
tive testimony against it. ° 

_ Next follows Dr. C’s answer to the argument from 
what is said concerning the sin against the Holy Ghost, 
Matt. xii. 32; ‘* Whosoever speaketh against the Holy 
Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world, 
neither in the world to come.”? Mark iii. 29; “He that 
shall blaspheme against the Holy Ghost hath never for- 
giveness, but is in danger of eternal damnation.” Luke 
xii. 10, “* Unto him that blasphemeth against the Holy 
Ghost, it shall not be forgiven.” 
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The Doctor’s first answer to this argument is taken 
from Grotius—he tell us that G@rotius “looks upon the 
words as an Hebraism intended to signify, not so much the 
pardonableness of some sins, and the unpardonableness 
of others; as the greater difficulty of obtaining pardon 
for blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, than for any 
other blasphemy.” It is wholly immaterial whether 
the words were intended to signify not so much the unpar- 
donableness of some sins. If they were intended to sig- 
nify at all the unpardonableness of some sins, that is 
sufficient for the present purpose. So that both Dr. C.. 
and his favourite author Grotius, virtually concede all 
that is demanded in this instance. 

Concerning this construction of Grotius, which is but 
a mere conjecture, brought in to help over an argument 
which crowds hardly on Dr. C’s scheme ; the Doctor 
says, ** Whoever goes about to prove, that there is no 
truth in it, will perhaps find, that he has undertaken a 
very hard task.” The same may be said of any man, 
who should undertake to prove, that there are not a 
dozen primary planets belonging to the solar system; 
or who should undertake to disprove any one of a thou- 
sand other conjectures. 

After all, the Doctor does not depend much on this con- 
struction of Grotius, and proceeds to give us his own sense _ 
of the passages above quoted ; whichis, That it is indeed 
true, that “ the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost is ab- 
solute unpardonable ;”* that the divine law shall take its 
course on those who are guilty of that blasphemy, and 
no intervening pardon will prevent the full execution of 
the threatened penalty on them; and forgiveness Strictly 
and literally speaking will not be granted to them; tyet 
that they will be finally saved, and admitted to heaven, 
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after they shall have suffered the full penalty threatened 
in the law.—On this idea of Dr. C. some remarks have 
been already made in Chapter i. Nor can it escape the 
notice of the attentive reader, that it implies, that some 
men are saved, not only without forgiveness; without 
the exercise of divine grace, in the scriptural sense of 
grace ; without any aid from the merit or atonement of 
Christ ; and therefore not *‘ on the account, on the ground, 
or for the reason of Christ’s obedience and death ;”* but 
wholly on the footing of the law. But the idea that any 
of mankind are to be saved without forgiveness, is whol- 
ly foreign from the scriptures, nor can it be pointed out 
to be contained in any part of scripture. Every chapter 
of the gospel is inconsistent with it ; to refer to particular 
texts would be endless and needless.—And what divine 
grace is there exercised in the salvation of one, who has 
by suffering the whole threatened penalty of the law, 
made full satisfaction for his own sins 7—There is mani- 
festly no more grace in saving such a man, than there is 
in saving one who has never sinned. Nor is he who 
has suffered the full penalty of the law, saved on account 
of the death or obedience of Christ. On the account of 
Christ’s obedience or death he is released from no pun- 
ishment: and to suppose, that God has not goodness 
enough, without an atonement, to take a creature te 
heaven, who in the eye of the law is perfectly innocent, 
is a supposition utterly inconsistent with the divine 
goodness—Lastly, he who is saved in consequence of 
suffering the whole penalty threatened in the law, is 
saved on the foot of law. ‘Yet it is utterly and abun- 
dantly denied by Dr. C. to be possible, that any sinner 
should be saved on the foot of law. 
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In view of these observations, the reader will, judge, 
whether Dr. C’s construction of the passages, which 
speak of the sin against the Holy Ghost, be admissible: 
and whether those passages and the argument deduced 
from them, do not remain in full force ‘against universal 
salvation. 

We come at length to Dr. C’s answer to the last argu- 
ment of those in the opposite scheme which he con- 
siders, which is drawn from the tendency ef Dr. C’s 
system to licentiousness and vice. 

On this the Doctor observes ; ; “ To disprove the Gosh 
salvation of all men, it must be plainly shown, that this 
doctrine does naturally and directly tend to encourage 
men in vicious practice.”’* In this it is implicitly grant 
ed, that if the doctrine of universal salvation do indeed 
naturally and directly tend to encourage men to persist 
in vicious practice, it is not true. On this we may join 
issue with him. ‘That that doctrine does comparatively 
encourage men to persist in vice, will appear perhaps 
from the following considerations.—It will not be denied 
that if there were no punishment threatened to the wick- 
ed, it would naturally and directly encourage them to 
persist in vice. This is granted by Dr. C_— Had we at- 
tempted} to introduce mankind universally into a state 
of happiness, upon their leaving this world, whatever 
their moral conduct had been in it, the argument,” that 
Dr. C’s scheme tends to licentiousnes, ** would then have 
held strong.” But if the argument holds strong, pro- 
vided there be no future punishment, it holds proportion- 
ably, if that punishment be very small and far less than 
is deserved by the wicked ; and especially if at the same 
time that punishment be suited, to their personal good. 
- Now that the future punishment of the wicked is, on Dr. 
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Cs scheme, very small, compared with what it is on the 
opposite scheme, is manifest at first sight ; it is infinitely 
less. And that it is far less, nay infinitely less than the 
wicked deserve, is manifest by what Doctor C. as well 
as his oponents, allows, that all who are saved, are saved 
by unbounded grace. Therefore, if the damned be finally 
saved, as they are saved by unbounded grace; they are 
punished infinitely less than they deserve. Also, that 
according to Dr. C’s scheme, the wicked are to be pun- 
ished with a disciplinary punishment suited to the good 
of the subjects, is manifest from his whole book.—Now 
that this. punishment of the wicked does comparatively 
encourage vice, may be illustrated by an example. It is 
generally agreed that murder deserves death. But sup- 
pose a law should be made, by which no murderer should 
be punished with death, or with any other punishment 
to be continued longer, than till he should repent. Would 
not such a law as this, compared with the law as it now 
stands, naturally and directly tend to encourage murder? 
I need not make the application. 

Doctor C. seems to think that his doctrine of future 
punishment even more pe-verfully restrains from sin, 
than the doctrine of endless punishment, because his doc- 
trine is more credible to men in general. But are we 
to inquire what is most likely or most easy to be believ- 
ed by men in general, to determine what is most likely 
to restrain from sin or to be the real truth of God? Then . 
certainly the doctrines of the divine character and mis- 
sion of Christ, of his miracles, resurrection, ascension, 
&c. &e. in short the doctrines of christianity in general, 
are not so likely to restrain men from sin as the doctrines 
‘of mere natural religion. Or if it be said that those doc- 
‘trines are capable of such proof, as will satisfy and con- 
vince all candid inquirers ; the same is said of the doc- 
‘trine of endless punishment; 
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I have now finished my reply to Dr. C’s answers to the 
arguments in favour of endless punishment; and having 
before considered his arguments in favour of his own 
scheme ; I shall proceed to some arguments in confirma- 
tion of the doctrine of endless punishment, 


CHAPTER XVI. 


IN WHICH SOME DIRECT ARGUMENTS ARE PROPOSED, TO PROVE 
THE ENDLESS PUNISHMENT OF THE WICKED. 


I am sensible that my book is already protracted to @ 
considerable length. ‘Therefore to relieve the patience 
of the reader, I shall endeavour to crowd this part into 
as harrow a compass as possible, Indeed if the answers 
already given to the objections to endless punishment, be 
sufficient, the less needs be said in way of direct proof. 
The various texts always brought in discourses on this 
subject, come now with full force, in proof of this doc- 
trine. As Matt. xviii. 8; “It is better for thee to enter 
into life halt or maimed, rather than having two hands 
or two feet, to be cast into everlasting fire.” Chap. xxv. 
41; %* Then shall he say unto them on the left hand, de- 
part from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire prepared | 
for the devil and his angels.” Verse 46th; * These 
shall go away into everlasting punishment.” 2 Thess. i. 
9; “Who shall be punished with everlasting destruction 
from the presence of the Lord and the glory of his 
power.” 2 Pet. ii. 17; “ To whom the mist of darkness 
is reserved forever.” Jude 13; “ To whom is reserved 
the blackness of darkness forever.” Rey. xiv. 10, 11; 
And he shall be tormented with fire and brimstone, in 
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the presence of the holy angels, and in the presence of 
the Lamb: And the smoke of their torment ascendeth up 

forever and ever.” Chap. xix. 3; “ And again they said, 

Alleluia: and her smoke rose up forever and ever.” 

Chap. xx. 10; “* And the devil that deceived them, was 

cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast 

and the false prophet are, and [they] shall be tormented 

day and night, forever and ever.” 

The evasions of these texts have been particularly 
considered, and it is hoped, sufficiently answered. 

The Greek words used in these texts are, asvios, ets 
aiove and es Jovg atwvous ‘lav catavan. From an inspection of 
every text in which these words and phrases are used in 
the New Testament, it has been found, with regard to 
the first, that quite contrary to Dr. C’s account, it “ is 
almost perpetually,” i. e. in the proportion of 66 to 2, 
used in the endless sense; sctting aside the places in 
which it is applied to the punishment of the wicked. 
With regard to the other two phrases, it has been found, 
that they are without exception used in the endless sense. 
Nor does the Greek language furnish any word more 
determinately expressive of endless duration: and not- 
withstanding what Dr. C. says to the contrary, it appears 
that they do as properly and determinately express an 
endless duration, as the English words eternal and eter- 
nity. If therefore these words be explained away to 
mean a mere temporary duration, it is impossible that 
any words be used, which would not suffer a same 
treatment from the same hands. 

The texts concerning the sin against the Holy Ghost 
still remain a clear proof of endless punishment. ‘They 
‘are Matt. xii. 31, 32, “ The blasphemy against the Holy 
‘Ghost, shalf not be forgiven unto men—Whosoever 
speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven 
him, neither in this world neither in the world to come.” 
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Mark iii. 29; “ He that shall blaspheme against the Holy 
Ghost, hath never forgiveness ; but is in danger of eter- 
nal damnation.”? Luke xii. 10; ‘‘ Unto him that blas- 
phemeth against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be for- 
given.” 

So long as the gospel rejects every idea of the salva-~ 
tion of men without forgiveness, so long will these texts 
confute the salvation of all men. 

To these I may add the following texts; 1 John v. 
16; ‘If any man see his brother sin a sin which is not 
unto death, he shall ask, and he shall give him life, for 
them that sin not unto death. There isa sin unto death. 
I do not say that he shall pray for 2.” So that we are 
not to pray for those who sin unto death. Why not? 
evidently because their salvation is impossible. If their 
salvation be possible, 1 presume no sufficient reason can 
be given, why we should not pray for it. If it should 
be said that we are not to pray that the salvation of such 
should be immediately accomplished, but that it may be 
accomplished in due time: the answer is at hand, that 
we are not at liberty to pray that any man may be saved 
out of due time ; and in this sense we are prohibited to 
pray for the salvation of any man. 

Heb. vi. 4—6; ‘For it is impossible for those who 
were once enlightened, and have tasted of the heavenly 
gift, and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost, and 
have tasted the good word of God, and the powers of 
the world to come; if they shall fall away, to renew 
them again unto repentance.” Since it is impossible to 
renew such to repentance, it is according to Dr. C. as 
well as the scripture, impossible that they be saved. Of 
like import is chapter x. 26,27; “For if we sin wil- 
fully after that we have received the knowledge of the 
truth, there remainetb no more sacrifice for sins, but a 
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nation, which shall devour the adversaries.” If there 
remain no more or no longer a sacrifice for sins; then 
neither will the man whose character is here described, 
be able by his own sufferings to make a sacrifice or satis- 
faction for his sins, nor will the sacrifice of Christ be 
longer of any avail to him. And if the judgment and 
fiery indignation, which shall devour the adversaries, 
remain for him; he must suffer them without a possi- 
bility of escape, either by the sacrifice of Christ or in 
consequence of his own sufferings. 

The wo denounced by Christ on Judas also seems to 
remain a demonstrative proof of endless punishment.- 
Matt. xxvi. 24, and Mark xiv. 21; ‘* Wo to that man by 
whom the Son of man is betrayed: good were it for that 
man if he had never been born.” Let Judas suffer a 
temporary misery of ever so great duration, it must be 
infinitely less than an endless duration of bappiness. So 
that if Judas were finally to enjoy endless happiness, he 
would be an infinite gainer by his existence, let the 
duration of his previous misery be what it might. It 
was therefore on the supposition of his final salvation, 
not only good, but infinitely good, that he had been born: 
which is a direct contradiction to the declaration of our 
Saviour. ' & 

In connexion with this passage, I shall introduce the 
following ; Luke vi. 24; ‘“* Wo unto you that are rich: 
for ye have received your consolation.” On the sup- 
position of the salvation of all men, the rich do by no 
means receive in this life their consolation; but they 
are to receive infinitely the greatest consolation in the 
future life—Psalm xvii. 14; “‘ From men of the world, 
who have their portion in this life ;” Plainly implying that 
they are to have no portion in the future life. Luke 
xvi. 25; ** Son, remember that thou in thy life time re- 
_teivedst thy good things.” If all shall be saved, the 
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rich and the men of the world in no other sense have 
their portion in this life, than the rest of men. —They 
have some good things in this world, but infinitely the 
greatest part of their happiness is to be enjoyed in the 
world to come, and what they enjoy here, is nothing in 
comparison with what they are to enjoy hereafter. 
More than this, cannot be said of any man, 

Mark ix. 43—49; “If thy hand offend thee, cut it off: 
‘it is better for thee, to enter into life maimed, than hav- 
ing two hands, to go into hell, into the fire that never 
shall be quenched: where their worm dieth not, and the 
fire is not quenched. And if thy foot offend thee, cut it 
off: it is better for thee to enter halt into life, than hav- 
ing two feet, to be cast into hell, into the fire that never 
shall be quenched; where their worm dieth not, and 
*the fire is not quenched. And if thine eye offend thee, 
pluck it out: it is better for thee to enter into the king- 
dom of God, with one eye, than haying two eyes, to be 
cast into hell-fire: where their worm dieth not, and the 
fire is not quenched.” Matt. iii. 12 ; “* Whose fan is in his 
band, and he shall thoroughly purgé his floor ; and gather 
his wheat into the garner; but he will boro up the 
chaff with unquenchable fire.” 

. John iii. 36, ** He that believeth on the Son, hath 
everlasting life: and he that believeth not the Son, shall 
not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on him.” If 
all are to be saved, then all will see life and enjoy it. 
Should it be said, that the meaning of this text is barely, 
that he that believeth not, shall not see life, while he 
remains an unbeliever; it may be observed, that this 
sense of the text will admit the idea, that unbelievers 
_may all become believers, at death, or at some future 
time in life ; as it holds forth no more, than that’a man 
while an unbeliever, shall not be admitted to life; and 
says nothing but that all unbelievers may become be- 
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lievers in this life, or at death; and thérefore may. attain 
to life and salvation in heaven, justas soon as those, who 
are now believers. But can any man bring himself to 
believe, that this text was not designed to teach us, but 
that unbelievers will attain to the life and salvation of 
heaven as soon as believers? If that be the true sense, 
this text teaches us no more concerning unbelievers, 
than is true concerning all saints in this state of imper- 
fection, It may on this supposition be said, with equal 
truth, and in the same sense, that no imperfect saint shall 
see life, as that no unbeliever shall see life. It is plain, 
that this text was meant to exhibit some privilege of the 
believer above the unbeliever. But if the construction, 
now under consideration, be the true one, and universal 
salvation be true, what is that privilege? The believer 
has the promise of an endless life; so has the unbeliever 
in common with all mankind. ‘The believer cannot per- 
haps be admitted to the inheritance of that promise, 
within less than ten or twenty years. Within the same 
time the unbeliever may be admitted to the same inheri- 
tance, whether he be admitted to it at death, or in con- 
sequence of some discipline in hell, by which he is led 
to repentance and faith. The believer has the present 
comfort of anticipating his future happiness; there is on 
the plan of universal salvation, abundant foundation for 
the same anticipation to the unbeliever. It is true, the 
unbeliever is not yet prepared for the possession of 
heavenly happiness: neither is the believer during his 
present imperfection. ‘# 

Luke xvi. 26; ‘ And besides all this, between us and 
you, there is a great gulf fixed: so that they which 
would pass from hence to you, cannot; neither can they 
pass to us, that would come from thence.” Matt. vi. 15; 
“If ye forgive not men their trespasses, neither will 
your Father forgive your trespasses. Chap. xxiii. 34, 
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35; “And his Lord was wroth, and delivered him to 
the tormentors, til] he should pay all that was due unto 
him. So likewise shall my heavenly Father do also 
unto you, if ye from your hearts forgive not every one 
his brother their trespasses.”” Heb. vi. 8; “ That which 
beareth thorns and briers, is rejected, and is nigh unto 
eursing ; whose end is to be burned.”—-How is the end of 
any man to be burned, if all shall finally be saved? Luke 
xiv. 24; “For I say unto you, that none of those men 
who were bidden, shall taste of my supper.” Chap. xiii. 
25, 26, 27; “* When once the master of the house is 
risen up, and hath shut to the door, and ye begin to 
stand without, and to knock at the door, saying, Lord, 
Lord, open unto us, and he shall answer and say unto 
you, I know you not, whence you are—I tell you, 1 
know you not, whence you are, depart from me, all ye 
workers of iniquity.”-—Rev. xxii. 11,12; “He that is 
unjust, let him be unjust still: and he which is filthy, let 
him be filthy still: and he that is righteous, let him be 
righteous still: and he that is holy, let him be holy 
_ still. And: behold, I come quickly; and my reward is 
with me, to give to every man according as his work 
shall be.”’—These last words, with verse 10th, deter- 
mine this text to refer to the general judgment.—The 
words of the tenth verse are, “ Seal not the sayings of 
the prophecy of this book; for the time is ‘at hand.” 
But a period ages of ages after the general judgment 
cannot be said to come quickly, and to be at hand. 
. If to these texts it should be “said, that they mean no 
more, than that they cannot as yet be saved, though they 
will be saved in proper'time ; I answer, (1) That there 
is no appearance in the texts themselves, of such a sense ; 
- (2) That if that were the trué sense, they would mean 
no more, than might be said, mutatis mutandis, of all real 
saints, who are not about to die immediately ; (3) That . 
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that sense would imply, either that the future punish- 
ment of the wicked is a mere wholesome discipline, or 
that those who die impenitent do not deserve endless 
punishment. If they pass the great gulf as soon as they 
repent, their punishment is a mere wholesome discipline : 
but that itis not a mere wholesome discipline, I have en- 
deavoured to show in Chap. ii. and iii. If they suffer 
the full punishment, which they deserve, and then come 
out, they are saved without. forgiveness, and they never 
deserved an endless punishment, the contrary to which I 
have endeavoured to prove in Chap. vi. To those chap- 
ters [ beg leave to refer the reader, for what might be 
said here in further answer to this objection.—If because 
the damned cannot pass the great gulf at preSent, it be 
said, There is a great gulf fixed, so that they cannot pass 
thence to heaven, then because a saint is not about to die 
at present, it might with propriety be said, there is a 
great gulf fixed between him and heaven, so that he can- 
not pass it—If those scriptural expressions, ‘‘ Let him 
be unjust still,”"—* Great gulf fixed, so that they cannot 
pass,””— Depart, I know you not,” “Shall not, taste of 
‘my supper,”—&c. mean no more, than that they shall 
remain unjust, &c. for the present : why may not the fol- 
lowing expressions—“ Shall net come into condemna- 
tion,” —“ Are justified from all things,”—* Is passed from 
death unto life,””—&c. mean no more, than that the saints 
shall not come.into condemnation for the present, or for. - 
some time to come ?—Are for the present justified from 
all things? Is for the present passed from death unto life ? 
_. Rey. iii. 5; “ He that ovércometh, the same shall be 
clothed in white raiment; and I will not blot out his name 
out of the book of life; but I will confess his name before 
my Father, and: before his angels.” Does not this text 
plainly hold forth, that the names of all who do not 
overcome, shall be blotted out of the book of life; and 
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that Christ will not confess their names before the Father, 
and before his angels?-Chap. xiii. 8; ‘And all that 
dwell upon the earth shall worship him, whose names are 
written in the book of life of the Lamb, slain from the foun- 
dation of the world,” Chap. xxi. 27; *¢ And there shall in 
no wise enter into it any thing that defileth, neither 
whatsoever worketh abomination, or maketh a lie; but 
they which are written in the Lamb’s book of life.” Psal. 
lxix. 27, 28; * Add iniquity to their iniquity, and let 
them not come into thy righteousness. Let them be bdiot- 
ted out of the book of the living, and not be written with the 
righteous.” Now will any be saved, whose names are 
not written in the Lamb’s book of life ? In the quotation 
from Rev.’ xxi. 27, it is expressly asserted, that no one 
who defileth, worketh abomination, or maketh a lie, 
shall enter the heavenly city; but they only who are 
written in the Lamb’s book of life. Therefore not only 
will not all men be saved, as some witl be excluded the 
heavenly city ; but some men have not their names writ- 
ten in the Lamb’s book of life, and this is a further evi- 
dence, that all- will not be saved, 

It is said, that “sinners shall not stand in the congre- 
gation of the righteous,” (Psal. i. 5,) and the represen- 
tation in the parables of our Lord, is, that after the gene- 
ral judgment, the tares and chaff shall be no mere mix- 
ed with the wheat; nor the good with the bad fish. Nor 
is there any intimation that the tares or the chaff will be- 
come wheat, or the bad putrid fish become good; but 
the contrary is plainly implied in the parables them- 
selves. Besides, the judgment is said to be eternal, asvos,* 
doubtless with respect to the endless and unchangeable 


* Which word, I hope, from what has been already discovered, 
in the investigation of its true sense, I have a -aighae consider 
as used in the endless sense. ‘ : 
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consequences. But if the judgment be strictly eternal 
with respect to its consequences, the punishment of the 
damned will be without end. 

The parables before mentioned further prove endlees 
punishment, as they represent, that the bad fish are cast 
away; that the tares and chaff are burnt up. How is 
this consistent with their final salvation and happiness ? 

All those texts which declare, that those who die im- 
penitent shall perish, shall be cast away, shall be rejected, 
be destroyed, be lost, &c. disprove universal salvation ; as 
1 Cor. i. 18; “ The preaching of the cross is to them 
that perish, foolishness ; but unto us who are saved, it is 
the power of God.” 2 Pet. ii. 12; “ These shall utterly 
perish in their own corruption.” Luke ix. 25; ‘For 
what is a man advantaged, if he gain the whole world, 
and lose himself, or be cast away.’ Heb. vi. 8; ‘“ That 
which beareth thorns and briers is rejected.” 2 Cor. iy. 
3; “If our gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost.” 
2 Thess. i. 8; ** Who shall be punished with everlasting 
destruction.”?> Matt. xxi. 44; ‘* On whomsoever it shall 
_ fall, it shall grind him to powder ;” &c. &c. Now with 

what truth or propriety can those be said to perish, be 
cast away, be rejected, destroyed, lost ; who are all finally 
saved? Perdition, destruction, &c. are ever in scripture 
~ set in opposition to salvation, and are represented to be 
inconsistent with it. But where is the opposition, if 
thosé who perish, be saved too? 

Acts iii. 21; ** Whom the heaven must receive until 
the times of the restitution of all things, which God hath 
spoken by the mouth of all his holy prophets since the 
world began.” This text which has been often quoted 
as a proof of universal salvation, is, I conceive, a clear 
proof of the contrary. The heaven will receive and 
retain our Lord Jesus Christ, until the time shall come 
when all those things shall be restored, which God, by 
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the mouths of all his prophets, hath declared, xavJwv a» 
cacanrev, Shall be restored, which things doubtless com- 
prehend all things which ever shall be restored. But 
our Lord Jesus Christ will not be retained in heaven 
longer than till the general judgment. After that time 
therefore, nothing will be restored. But it isgranted on 
all hands, that after [that time the wicked will be in 
misery. Therefore theys hall never be recovered from 
that misery. 

2 Pet. iii. 9; “ The Lord.is. not slack concerning his 
promise (as some men count slackness) but is long-suffer- 
ing to us ward, not willing that any should perish, but 
that all should come to repentance,”’ also hath been 
quoted to preve. universal salvation. It is however im- 
pertinent to that purpose, but upon the supposition that 
the word perish means endless perdition. Not even any 
universalist will say, that God is unwilling that those 
who die in impenitence should perish for a while, until 
they are brought to repentance, or until they shall have 
suffered the just punishment of theirsins, Butif perish in 
this passage mean endless perdition, it doubtless means 
the same in, all those texts in which the wicked are posi- 
tively said to perish, as. 1 Cor. i. 18, “For the preach- 
ing of the cross is to them that perish foolishness:’ 

Luke, xx. 35. ‘t But they which, shall, be accounted 
worthy to obtain that.world, and the resurrection from 
the dead, neither marry nor are given in marriage.” — 
Some then will not obtain that world, and therefore. will 
not be saved. John xvii. 9; “ I pray, for them: I pray 
not for the world, but for them which thou hast givenme, - 
for they are thine.”” But are any to be saved, for whom 
our Lord does not make intercession? Heb. xii. 15; 
“Looking diligently lest, any man fail.of the grace. of 

God.” Some then will failofthatgrace, = 
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Prov. i. 26—29 ; “I also will laugh at your calamity 
and mock when your fear cometh: when your fear com- 
eth as desolation, and your destruction cometh as a whirl- 
wind: when distress and anguish come upon you. 
Then shall they call upon me, but J will not answer ; 
they shall seek me early but they shall not find me.” If 
God shall never answer their calls, and they shall 
never find God; they will never be saved.—Psalm cxii. 
10; “ The desire of the wicked shall perish.’’—Job viii. 
13, 14; “The hypocrite’s hope shall perish : whose 
hope shail be cut off, and whose trust shall be a spider’s 
web.”—Prov. x. 28; ‘ The expectation of the wicked 
shall perish.” Chap. xi. 7; “‘ When a wicked man dieth, 
his expectation shall perish, and the hope of unjust men 
perisheth.” Chap. xxix. 1; He that being often re- 
proved hardeneth his neck, shall suddenly be destroyed, 
and that without remedy.” If all men are to be saved, 
the hope and expectation of the wicked are not cut off, 
do not perish, in any other sense than that in which the 
hope and expectation of the righteous perish and are cut 
off. The wicked may expect to obtain happiness before 
they are sufficiently disciplined, or before a certain 
period. So may the righteous expect to make their 
transition to heaven before it will come. This expecta- 
tion of both will be cut off. But the expectation which 
the wicked have of final happiness, will never, accord- 
ing to Dr. C’s system, be cut off. Nor, according to the 
same system, can it be true, that. the wicked shall be 
destroyed without remedy.—Prov. xiv. 32 ; “ The wicked 
is driven away in his. wickedness; but the righteous 
hath hope in his death.” But according to the univer- 
sal system, the wicked hath in his death as real and well 
founded a hope as the hope of the righteous. Job xi. 20; 
“Their hope shall be as the giving up of the ghost.” 
Chap. xxvii. 8 ; “« For what is the hope of the hypocrite, 
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though he hath gained, when God taketh away his soul ?”” 
Phil. iii. 19; “ Whose end is destruction.” - But if all 
men be finally saved, the end of no man is destruction. 
Heb. vi. 8; ‘Whose end is to be burned.”—2 Cor. xi: 
15; “Whose end is according to their works.” This 
is said of the ministers of satan, whose works are cer- 
tainly evil. Their end therefore being according to 
their works must be evil too. How then can they be 
rinaLty saved? If it shouldbe said, that these texts do 
not mean the last end of the wicked; this would be a 
mere assertion. As well might we say that Rom. vi. 22; 
‘* Ye have your fruit unto holiness and the end everlast- 
ing life,”? means not the last end of the righteous. 

The scripture represents, that at the end of this 
world, all things are brought to an end. 1 Pet. iy. 7; 
‘¢ But the end of all things is at hand,” myyme. Surely this 
cannot mean that the end of all things will take place 
after ages of ages to succeed the end ofthis world. A 
period so distant is never in scripture said to be at hand; 
nor could this with propriety, be said of such a period.— 
Matt. xxiv. 14; “This gospel of the kingdom shall be 
preached in all the world, for a witness: to all nations: 
and then, Jefe, shall the end come.”—But when all things 
thall have come to their end, they will be in a fixed, 
unalterable state, and after that, there can be no passing 
from hell to heaven. Nor can there be apy such pass- 
ing after Christ shall have delivered up the kingdom to 
the Father. To this Dr. C. agrees. But I have already 
given my reasons for believing that Christ will deliver 
up the kingdom to the Father, at the end of this world; 
and for believing that 1,Cor, xv. 24, must be understood 
in this sense, and that according to Dr. C’s explanation 
of that text, it cannot be reconciled with Matt. xiii. 40— 
44, and other passages of scripture. ~ aT 
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2 Cor. vi. 2; “ Behold, now is the accepted time ; be- 
hold, now is the day of salvation.” Heb. iii. 7; “+ To- 
day, if ye will hear his voice, harden not your hearts.” 
But if the greater part of mankind shall be saved out of 
hell, and the means of repentance in hell be far more 
conducive to the end, than the best means used in this 
world, it should have been said, In the future state is 
the accepted time, and in hell will be the day of salva- 
tion. 

2 Cor. iv. 18; “ The things which are seen, are tem- 
poral; but the things which are not seen, are eternal.” 
If all the unseen things of the future state be eternal, 
the punishment of the damned is eternal. And eternal, 
eiwvie, Taust in this instance mean endless: otherwise all 
opposition with regard to duration, between things seen, 
and things unseen, is lost; and things unseen are as truly 
temporal, as things seen. At most, on Dr. C’s principle 
of construing scripture; the apostle’s proposition comes 
to this merely: The things which are seen, are tem- 
poral, but the things which are unseen are to continue 
for an age. But this is true of many present seen 

things. 

The promises of the gospel in general afford an argu- 
ment in favour of endless punishment.—Revy. ii. 11; 
“ He that overcometh, shall not be hurt of the second 
death.” I presume all will grant, that this promise im- 
plies, that all who do not overcome, shall be hurt of the 
second death. Therefore, by parity of reason, when it 
is promised in the same chapter, To him that over- 
cometh, I will give to eat of the tree of life, which is 
in the midst of the paradise of God ;” it implies, that 
those who do not overcome, shall never eat of that tree. 
“ To him that overcometh, will I give to eat of the hid- 
den manna, and will give hima white stone,” &c. im- 
plies, that he who does not overcome, shall never eat of 
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the hidden manna, shall never receive the white stone, 
&c. ‘+ Him that overcometh will I make a pillar inthe © 
temple of my God, and he shall go)no> more: out,” im- 
plies, that he who does not overcome, shall not be a 
pillar in the temple of God. ‘To him that overcometh, 
will I grant to sit with me in my throne,” implies, that 
he who does not overcome, shall never sit in Christ’s 
throne. These I give as a specimen only of the pro- 
mises, and of the argument which they afford. 

Finally, if all shall be saved, why have not Christ, 
and those who wrote by the inspiration of his spirit, 
been explicit in the matter? Why have they used so 
many expressions, which in the literal sense assert the 
contrary doctrine? and which apparently obscure the 
truth, and blind the eyes of the readers of the New Tes- 
tament? Especially, if, as Dr. C. holds, universal salva- 
tion be so glorious to God, the mai subject of the gos- 
pel, and so necessary to vindicate the divine character ? 
Surely this of all doctrines ought to have been indispu- 
tably revealed, and not one hint given to the contrary. 

Besides these arguments drawn directly from texts of 
scripture ; I shall mention one drawn from the general 
nature of the gospel, or from the particular doetrines of 
the gospel, acknowledged by both parties in this con- 
troversy. 

Those who die impenitent, deserve an endless punish- 
ment. The proof of this hath been attempted, chap. vi. 
It is briefly this: If endless punishment be not the penal- 
ty threatened in the law, and justly deserved by the sin- 
ner, no account can possibly be given of the penalty of 
the law. It cannot be the temporary punishment actu- 
ally suffered by the damned ; because then the damned 
would be finally saved without forgiveness. It cannot 
be a temporary punishment of less duration, than that 
which is suffered by the damned; because on that sup- 
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position the damned are punished more than they de- 
serve. It cannot be a temporary punishment of longer 
duration, than that which the scriptures abundantly de- 
clare the damned shall suffer ; because no such punish- 
ment is threatened in the law, or in any part of scripture. 
It must therefore be an endless punishment.—This end- 
less punishment threatened in the law, is not annihila- 
tion, but endless misery; because if it were annihilation, 
none of the damned, on supposition, that they are all 
finally saved, will be punished with the curse of the law, 
‘or which is: the same, with the punishment which they 
justly deserve. But both the scripture and Dr. C. abun- 
dantly hold, that the damned will be punished as much 
as they deserve, as hath been shewn chap. iii. But for 
the full proof, that the punishment of hell is not annibi- 
lation, I must refer the reader to chap. v. | If the end- 
less punishment threatened in the law, and deserved by 
the wicked, be not annihilation, it must be endless 
misery. But whatever punishment the wicked justly 
deserve, they will in fact suffer; they will have to pay 
the uttermost farthing ; they willsuffer judgment without 
mercy. Therefore, they will suffer not only an endless 
punishment, but an endless misery, or torment. 

The same argument is a little differently stated thus ; 
Dr. C. allows, that if the punishment of the damned be 
intended to satisfy justice, it is impossible all men should 
be saved.* He also holds abundantly, that it is impossi- 
ble, that any sinner should be justified or saved “ on the 
foot of law.” He equally holds this with regard to the 
moral law, ‘“*the law written in men’s hearts,” ‘the 
natural law,” and the law 7s promulgated in the gospel 
by Jesus Christ and his apostles, as with regard to the 
Mosaic law.”{ He also holds, that “the law of God is 


*Page 11.  ¢See Twelve Sermons, page 4, &c, 
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a perfect rule of righteousness.” Now if it be impossi- 
ble that any sinner be justified by the moral law, then 
every sinner is, and must be condemned by it, and from 
that condemnation he can never be acquitted by the law: 
If it be impossible that any sinner be saved by that law, 
then on the footing of that law, every sinner must be 
excluded from salvation. 

But this law is “a perfect rule of aibbscantends 
Therefore perfect righteousness, or strict distributive 
justice, will never admit of the salvation of any sinner ; 
but every sinner justly deserves to be endlessly exclud- 
ed from salvation.—Again, a punishment which satisfies 
justice, is one which is perfectly just and deserved by 
the sinner. Therefore, if the sinner be punished accord- 
ing to his desert, he can never be saved.—But both the 
scriptures and Dr. C. hold, that the damned will be pun- 
ished according to their deserts; therefore they will: 
never be saved. 
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CONCLUSION. 
1 ave now finished a work which has been attended 
with considerable labour to me, and with some to the 
reader who has perused the whole. I am sensible that 
controversial writers often misunderstand each other, and 
therefore often spend their own time and labour, and 
the time of their readers for nought. I have been 
aware of the danger of this, and have endeavoured to 
my utmost to avoid it: how successfully, must be sub- 
mitted. I have often wished for’an opportunity’of con- 
versation with some sensible and thorough believer in 
Dr. C’s scheme, that I might obtain explanation of some 
things, to me unaccountable. But 1 have not been 
favoured with such an opportunity.» I have endeavoured 
to meet the Doctor’s chief arguments, and not to carp at 
particulars which are of no importance to the scheme, 
and have not designedly shunned any argument which 
appeared to me to be important, and not implied in other | 
arguments particularly noticed. 1 hope that whoever 
shall undertake the confutation of what is now offered to 
the public, will treat it with the same candour. In a 
work of this length, and on a subjéct of such iniricacy, 
it would be strange indeed if there were not some slips 
which would give advantage to an antagonist; yet those 
slips may not affect the main question. If any man shall 
write to point out such errata, it will hardly be worth 
while for me to trouble either myself or the world with 
areply. But if any gentleman will candidly point out.the 
fallacy of the main arguments, on which I have rested 
what I fully believe to be truth; however I may be 
affected by it, I doubt not but that the public will have 
the candour ingenuously to acknowledge it. If on the 
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contrary his reply shall consist chiefly of declamation 
and warm addresses to the passions and imaginations of 
mankind, pathetical and frightful representations of the 
torments of the damned, interlarded with sarcastic fleers 
and other essays at wit; I doubt not the same candid 
public will properly notice it, and draw an inference not 
very favourable to the cause which is to be supported by 
such auxiliaries. Such artifices are unworthy of theo- 
logians, philosophers and any inquirers after trath.—l 
hope whoever undertakes a reply, will tell us what puo- 
ishment sin justly. deserves; what is the penalty of the 
moral law ; or that curse of the law from which Christ 
hath redeemed us.* { hope he will farther inform us 
whether all men shall be saved in the way of forgive- 
ness. If they be, he will reconcile that mode of the sal- 
vation of all men with those declarations of scripture 
which assert, that the wicked shall be punished accord- 
ing to their works, shall have judgment without mercy, 
and shall pay the uttermost farthing. [fit shall be his 
opinion, that the damned will be punished according to 
their demerits, and then be saved without forgiveness, 
it is to be hoped he will reconcile this idea with the 
whole New Testament, which every where represents, 
that all who are saved, are saved in the way of forgive 
ness. If he shall hold, that cwvios, eternal, eis Jor asmvc, 
forever, and es Jevs aioves Jav cswvev, forever and ever, gen- 
eraily in the scripture mean a limited duration, let him 
point out the instances of that use of them, that they 
may be compared with those instances in which they are 
used in the endless sense.—But I need not enumerate 
the various particulars, which ought to be minutely and 
distinctly considered, in a candid and judicious discussion 
_ of this important question. 


* Dr. C. explains Gal. iii, 10, to mean the curse of the moral 
law, or the law under which all men are ; Twelve Sermons, p. 13. 
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{ have no apprehension, that the doctrine of endless 
punishment will suffer at all by a thorough discussion. 
In the course of the disquisition many may be perverted 
to fatal error; yet the final result will be the more clear 
elucidation of the truth. However “many may run to 
and fro, yet knowledge shall be increased.” 

Finally, if any man, after a careful perusal of what 
has been, or may be offered, on both sides of this impor- 
tant question, shall be in doubt on which side the truth 
lies; it will certainly be most prudent and safe for him 
to act as he would, if he fully believed endless punish- 
ment; it will be most prudent and safe for him to yield 
a cordial compliance with the gospel, in repentance, 
faith and obedience. Then he will be safe on either 
supposition. But if he trust to the flattering doctrine, 
that all are finally to be saved, and in this presumption 
shall neglect the gospel, its invitations and requirements; 
and it shall finally prove, that that doctrine is a mere 
imagination of men; alas! he is lost; irrecoverably lost : 
while those who receive the gospel with ‘the obedi- 
ence of faith,” shall through the blood of atonement, 
“ have right to the tree of life, and shall enter in through 
the gates into the City.” 
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APPENDIX, 


CONTAINING REMARKS ON SEVERAL AUTHORS. 


1. Remarxs on Bishop Newton’s Dissertation on the 
Final State and Condition of Men, contained in Vol. vi. of 
his works, page 325, &c. 


NV. B.. In page 38 this dissertation was referred to, as 
quoted in the Monthly Review. The reason was, I had not 
then seen the Dissertation itself. , 


The Bishop held, that all the damned will be punished 
_ according to their demerits; as may appear by the fol- 

Towing passages :—* There will be different degrees of 
happiness or misery, in proportion ta their different con- 
duct and behaviour in this world. As nothing is juster and 
more equitable in itself, so nothing is clearer and more 
demonstrable from scripture. Shall not the judge of all 
the earth do right, in every single instance, as well as in 
the general account? It is not only agreeable to the first 
principles of reason, but may also be confirmed by the 
most express testimonies of revelation.”**—* Our Saviour 
threateneth different punishments to the wicked, as he 
promiseth different rewards to the righteous, greater or 
less, according to the nature and qualities of their actions.”t 
“It is evident then and undeniable, that every man shall 
receive his own reward or punishment, according to that 
he hath done, whether it be good or bad.”{ ‘It must 
be then admitted, that God hath threatened everlasting 


*Page 344. ¢ Page 347. tf Ibid. 
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misery to the wicked, as plainly and positively as he 
hath promised everlasting happiness to the righteous. 
He hath fairly set before us life and death, blessing and 
cursing, eternal happiness as well as everlasting misery, 
the one to balance the other. Is there any injustice in 
this? Are not the terms and conditions equal? And if 
men will choose cursing rather-than blessing, and vol- 
untarily incur everlasting misery, when they might as 
easily attain eternal happiness, whom have they to com- 
plain of, or whom can they arraign of unequal proceed- 
ing but themselves? (Ezek. xviii. 29.) Are not my 
ways equal? Are not your ways unequal, saith the Lord? 
You cannot then complain of injustice, for the rewards 
and punishments are equal: and it was really necessary, 
that these rewards and punishments should be everlast- 
ing.”’*— Would any thing less than everlasting rewards 
and punishments be. sufficient to encourage the good, to 
deter the bad, and secure obedience to the divine cont- 
mands ?}—How then can you complain, that God is an 
arbitrary governor, and annexeth greater penalties to his 
laws than are necessary.——You cannot then complain, 
that the sanction of eternal penalties is unreasonable, 
for you see plainly, that it is no more than is absolutely 
‘necessary. But possibly you may think, though it may 
be necessary in the government of this world for such 
things to be denounced by- God, and believed by man, 
yet there may not be the like necessity for inflicting 
them in the world to come: God is not obliged to exe- 
cute his threatenings, as he is to make good his promises. 
But why is he not obliged to perform the one as well as 
the other? His threatenings are never, like those of 
men, made rashly, never founded in passion or caprice, 
that it should be better not to execute, than execute 
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them.—If God will not execute as well as threaten, why 
doth he threaten at all?—Is it not more suitable to the 
character of a God of truth, and becoming the simplicity 
and sincerity of a divine revelation, to declare the truth, 
and nothing but the truth, and leave it to work upon 
men as it can, rather than denounce in the most solemn 
manner what was never intended, and never shall come 
to pass, and so endeavour to alarm them with false fears, 
and to work upon them with false persuasions, which 
have nothing to answer them ?’’*—-God must be just as 
well as merciful. He can never exercise one of his 
attributes so.as to clash or interfere with another.’”’t 

On these quotations it may be remarked, that the 
Bishop plainly held, that endless misery is threatened ; 
for he always uses the word everlasting in the endless 
sense, and believed this to be the scriptural sense of it, 
when applied to future punishment.{ He also rejected 
the doctrine of aunihilation.). Now then his opinion was 
either, that endless misery is unconditionally threatened 
to all who die impenitent ; or that itis threatened to them 
on condition of their continued impenitence in the future 
world. . If it be threatened unconditionally, it follows, 
(1) That endless misery is the just punishment of the 
sins committed in this life. For who will pretend, that 
God hath made a law, which contains an unjust penalty ? 
This would be equally inconsistent with the divine moral 
rectitude, as to make a law containing unjust or unrea- 
sonable precepts; or to execute the unjust penalty. 
But if this were the opinion of the Bishop, to be consis- 
tent he must have given up the doctrine of universal sal- 
vation, to establish which he wrote his Dissertation. 
For he not only declares in the passages already quoted, 
that “God must be just as well as merciful, and can 


* Pages 357, 358, t Page 388. t See page 354. 
§ See page 349. 


a 


384 APPENDIX. 


never exercise one of his attributes so.as to interfere 
with another ;” and “ that his threatenings are never like 
those of men, made rashly, never founded in passion or 
caprice, that it should be better not to execute, than exe- 
cute them ;”* but faccording to Matt. v. 26, and xviii. 34, 
he acknowledges, that the damned shall pay the utter- 
most farthing, and all that is due.—(2) It will follow, that 
sin is an infinite evil. Certainly that moral evil which 
deserves an infinite natural evil to be inflicted by way 
of punishment, is an infinitely ill-deserving moral evil; 
this is plain by the very terms: and a moral evil, which 
is infinitely ill-deserving, is all that is meant by the infi- 
nite evil of sin. “Yet this sentiment he me poh a in the 
strongest terms. 

But if those who die impenitent be dltné dled: with? 
endless misery, on condition of their continued impenitence 
only ; then a mere salutary discipline is all the punish- 
ment which any sinner. deserves according to strict jus- 
tice. The law is the rule of righteousness; the penalty 
of that is adequate to the demand of justice ; and if the 
penalty of that be an endless punishment unless the sin- 
uer shall repent, the penalty in reality is so much-pun- 
ishment only as sha!l lead the sinner to repentance: and 
this salutary and necessary discipline is the whole penalty 
or curse of the law. — Rsk pied 

That this was really the’ opinion of f the® Bishop may 
appear from the following expressions: “ If God will not 
‘execute as well as threaten, why doth he threaten at all? 
It must be said, to reclaim a sinner; and it is allowed 
that if the sinner be reclaimed, the end is objained, and 
the threatening is voided of course.”"{+“ Several of the 
fathers conceived the ‘fire of hell to be a purging as 


well as a penal fire—But this pedi purging fire is very 
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different from the purgatory of the church of Rome; for 
that is not once mentioned in scripture, but this is often 
repeated.’’*—“ If the offender be corrected and reformed, 
the first end is fully answered, and the punishment should 
cease’ of course. If he still remain incorrigible, it is 
fitting that the punishment should be continued and 
increased, till it have the due effect.”{—“ It is just, and ° 
wise, and good, and even merciful, to correct a sinner 


as long as he deserves correction, to chastise him into a 
sense of his guilt, to whip and scourge him, as I may 


say, out of his faults.” {—‘ If they will not repent, why 
should he not execute upon them the threatenings which 
they have despised ?”—*‘ This is the only means of escap- 
ing, there is none other condition or reservation.” §—* This 
l conceive to be the true notion of the eternity of rewards 
and punishments. Righteousness will be forever happy 
and glorified, wickedness will be forever miserable and 
tormented. But if righteousness should become wicked- 
ness, and wickness. should become righteousness—with 
the change of their nature, their state and condition 
would be changed too.”?|| 

_ But where in all the scriptures is any such condition 
mentioned in the account of future punishment? Itis not 
said Depart ye cursed into fire which shall be everlasting 
unless ye repent: These shall go away into punishment 
which shall be everlasting unless they repent: Their 
worm shall not die unless they repent: They cannot 
pass the great gulf unless they repent: The smoke of 
their torment shall ascend up forever and ever, unless 
they repent——And to say that the meaning of the 
scripture is thus conditional, is to assert without any 
proof or evidence: nor does the Bishop pretend to pro- 
duce any. 


* Page 379. + Page 365. j{ Void. § Page 359. |{ Ibid. 
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The Bishop argues universal salvation in this manner, 
‘¢ He would have all men to be saved; and whence then 
ariseth the obstruction to his good will and pleasure, or 
how cometh it to pass, that his gracious purposes are 
ever defeated ?”’*—So it may be said, ‘* God is not wil- 
ling that any should perish, but that all should come to 
repentance, and now commandeth all men every where 
to repent.” It is the will of God that all mankind should 
repent now this very day. Yet all mankind do not repent 
this very day. Whence then ariseth the obstruction to 
his good will and pleasure, or how cometh it to pass that 
his gracious’ purposes are defeated ? 

“‘ Nothing,” says the Bishop, “is more contrariant to 
the divine nature and attributes, than for God to bestow 
existence on any beings, whose destiny he foreknows 
must terminate in wretchedness without recovery.’’f 
The truth of this proposition depends on the following 
principle, That it is not, nor can be, in any case, consis- 
tent with the general good implying the glory of God, 
that a sinner should be miserable without end. For if 
God foresee that the endless misery of a man will be 
subservient to the general good; there is nothing con- 
trariant to the divine nature, to bestow existence upon 
him, though he foreknow that he will sin, that he will 
deserve endless misery, and that his destiny will termi- 
nate in wretchedness without recovery. 

_ We find that there are in fact temporary miseries in 
the world. On what principle can these be reconciled 
with the divine attributes? If it be answered, on the sole 
principle, that they will issue in the personal good of 
the patients; the reply is,((1.) That this will be fact wants 
proof. It is by no means evident, that God aims at the 
personal good of every individual in all his dispensations, 
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however distressing ; it is not evident that the inhabi- 
tants of the old world, of Sodom and Gomorrah, &c. are 
more happy in the whole of their existence, than if they 
had lived and died like other men.—(2.) Especially it is 
not evident, that all the sin and wickedness which any 
man commits will finally make him a more happy man, 
than he would have been, if he had committed no sin. 
If God may without a view to promote the personal good 
ofa man, permit him to fall into sin, why may he not 
without a view to the same object, punish him for that 

‘sin? Tp.say that God could not consistently with the 
moral agency of the man, prevent his falling into sin, 
will infer that God cannot consistently with the moral 
agency of the man, certainly and infallibly lead him to 
repentance.—(3.) The principle now under considera- 
tion implies that there is not now nor ever has been in 
the universe, any thing which on the whole is a real 
evil to any man considered in his individual capacity - 
that no man ever was or ever will be the subject of any 
curse, or any calamity which any man, with a view to 
his own happiness only, should wish to avoid. 

Or if temporary calamities be’ reconciled with the 
divine attributes on this principle, that they are subser- 
vient to the general good; on the same principle we 
reconcile with the divine attributes, the endless misery 
of the damned.—This whole argument depends on the 
supposition, that the final misery of any sinner cannot be 
subservient te the general good. To take this for 
‘granted is intolerable. i 

As we have seen, it is a fundamental principle with 
the Bishop, that such a punishment as is sufficient to 
lead a sinner to repentance, is all which is threatened in 
scripture. This then is the penalty or curse of the 
divine law: this is the utmost which strict justice will 
admit: and he on this supposition justly asserts, “ that 
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some time or other satisfaction may be made, the debt 
of sin may be discharged, and the sinner himself released 
out of prison.”*—This is utterly inconsistent with the 
salvation of the damned in the way of forgiveness. Yet 
his texts to prove universal salvation, imply salvation in 
the way of forgiveness only. After quoting Exod. xxxiv. 
6, 7; ** The Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious; 
long-suffering and abundant in goodness and truth, keep- 
ing mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgres- 
sion and sin;” he adds, ‘“‘ But how can such attributes 
consist with a system of irrevocable vengeance for 
thousands, transgressions never to be forgiven,” &c. ? 
To which I answer, They can just as well consist witly 
such a system, as with Bishop Newton’s system, which 
implies that the damned suffer all that they deserve ; for 
what is this but irrevocable vengeance to the highest 
degree? And sursely the transgressions of those who 
suffer such a punishment are never forgiven. 

‘It is absurd therefore for him to argue from grace, 
compassion, the divine readiness to forgive, &c. And 
equally absurd to argue as he does from the merits of 
Christ—For do they obtain any relief by Christ, who 
themselves suffer the whole penalty of the law, and thus 
make satisfaction for their own sins? Yet he abundantly 
holds the salvation of all men by the merits of Christ : 
as in the following passages out of many: “It is the’ 
declared end and purpose of our blessed Saviour’s com-~ 
ing into the world, to recover and to, redeem lost mat- 
kind.—How often is he styled the Saviour of the World’ 
in the full extent and meaning of the words ?’}—* His 
very enemies are reconciled to God by the merit and — 
sufferings of his beloved Son.”*{— He only requires us 
to exert our best endeavours, and te Saree 


Saviour will atone for the rest.§ , : esi wets of 
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To suppose that a man’s happiness or misery to all 
eternity should absolutely and unchangeably be fixed by 
the uncertain behaviour of a few years in this life, isa 
supposition even more unreasonable and unnatural, than 
that a man’s mind and manners should be completely 
formed in his cradle, and his whole future fortune and 
condition should depend upon his infancy; infancy being 
much greater in proportion to the few years of this life, 
than the whole of this life to eternity.”*—The same 
might be said, if the time of man’s probation were ever 
‘so long, but limited. Thus; To suppose that a man’s 
happiness or misery to all eternity should be unchange- 
ably fixed by the uncertain behaviour of millions of mil- 
lions of ages, is a supposition even more unreasonable, 
than that a man’s mind and manners should be completely 
formed in his cradle, and his whole future fortune and 
condition should depend upon his infancy ; infancy. being 
much greater in proportion to the few years of this life, 
than millions.of millions of ages to eternity. 

** Nor could even his” [God’s] “ justice for short-lived 
transgressions inflict everlasting punishment.”{—But how 
long-lived must the transgressions be, that justice may 
consent to inflict for them everlasting punishments ? Let 
them be ever so long-lived, provided they are limited, 
they are still iofinitely short-lived in comparison with an 
everlasting duration. And will it be said that the trans- 
gression must be as long-lived as the punishment, and 
that justice will not admit that the punishment of any 
transgression be of longer continuance, than the. trans- 
gression was in the preparation? 

“‘ What glory to God, to see a number of hie, creatures 
plunged i in the depth of misery ? What good-will towards 
men, to consign so many of them to everlasting punish- 
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menis?’’* It is doubtless glory to God, that they be 
plunged into the depth of misery, if both they deserve 
it, and it be subservient to the good of the universe: and 
the gospel is a revelation of divine good-will towards 
men, though many of them reject the infinite grace and 
eternal salvation exhibited in that revelation, and by 
this and their other sins justly deserve and finally bring 
on themselves everlasting punishment. 


JI. 4 few remarks on James Relly’s Treatise on Union. 


He seems to hold, that all mankind were from eternity 
so united to Christ, that he and they make properly one 
whole or complex person. But it is extremely difficult 
to determine with precision what his ideas were. I 
shall therefore make several quotations from him, and 
subjoin such remarks as appear pertinent. “It doth not 
appear how God—could punish sin upon Christ, without 
the concurrence of righteousness and truth: nor can this 
concurrence be proved, without union between Christ 
and those, for whom he endured the cross—because con- 
trary to truth, which declareth, that every man shall! die 
for his own sin.”*|—“ Such an union between Christ and 
his church, as gives him the right of redemption, and 
brings him under that: character, which is obnoxious to 
punishment, is absolutely necessary.””{— Without the 
consideration of union, where is the justice of charging 
the black rebellion and crying guilt of man, upon the 
pure and spotless head of Jesus.”§ “+ Sin is—a crime— 
only atoned for—by the death, yea, the eternal death of 
the sinner: which justice must inflict before it can be 
properly satisfied; nor can it possibly admit of a surety 
here ; because it can only punish him, whom it first finds 
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guilty; and not by reckoning him, to be what he is not, 
according to human quibbles, but according to artless, 
reasonable, divine equity; which can only declare such 
guilty, on whom the fault is found, and can only find the 
fault on such who haye committed it. We only com- 
mitted the fault; upon us only can it be found. There- 
fore, without such an union between Christ and us, as 
exposes us in bis person, to judgment and condemnation, 
the harmony of the divine perfections doth not appear 
in the things which he suffered, because contrary to 
truth and justice.”* He largely illustrates this union 
between Christ and his church, by the union between 
the head and members in the natural body, and adds, 
‘“¢ The union and harmony of the body renders it. equita- 
ble to punish and chastise the whole body in one mem- 
ber, for its offence in another. Because if one member 
suffer, all the members suffer with it. As the union of 
the body makes it equitable to punish the head, for the 
offence of the other members; with like equity do the 
members participate with the head, in all its honours 
-and glory. Thus the crowning of the head, crowns the 
whole man, and every member partakes of the honour.” 
_ These quotations may serve to give an idea of the 
union between Christ and mankind, for which Mr. Relly 
pleads. I now proceed to the following remarks. 

1. It appears by the foregoing quotations, that Relly 
held such an union between Christ and his church, that 
he upon the ground of justice became liable fo punish- 
ment on account of their sins. Otherwise the sufferings 
of Christ were both unjust and contrary to truth: unjust, 
as he did not deserve them, contrary to truth as the 
divine declaration is ‘* The soul that sinneth shall die.” 
—But if this be true, if Christ was liable to punishment 
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on the ground of justice, distributive justice; then 
Christ deserved death as much as the sinner. In his 
sufferings the Father did but treat him according to his 
own character and conduct: he did but cause him to eat 
the fruit of his own ways and to be filled with his own 
devices: and no more thanks or praise are due to Christ 
on account of his sufferings, than are due to the damned 
sinner, on account of his enduring the pains of hell.— 
Beside ; how contrary is this to the scripture! That 
’ declares, that “‘ Christ suffered the just for the unjust ;” 
that “he was holy, harmless, undefiled, and separate 
from sinners ;” That “he did no sin, neither was guile 
found in his mouth.’—Now if Christ was a “ character 
obnoxious to punishment” on the foot of distributive jus- 
tice, he was very far from being just, and from being 
holy, harmless, undefiled ; he did sin, and guile was found 
in his mouth. Indeed this is no more than Relly asserts 
in the above quotations, when he says, “that justice can 
only punish him whom it finds guilty; not by reckoning 
him what he is not, but according to artless divine equity, 
which can only find the fault on such as have commiited 
it.’ Therefore, according to this, Christ as one with 
sinners, committed the fault, and a 
suffered for it. 

If it should be granted, that Christ did not himself 
commit the fault or sin, for which he suffered, but that 
by a ‘wise, sovereign, divine constitution, to which he _ 
himself fully ae he suffered for the sins of 
others ; this would be to give up all, and to acknowledge, 

that Christ did not suffer for sin on the footing of distri- 
butive justice. ‘ 

2. It appears by the same quotations, that Relly \ was 
not of the opinion, that Christ suffered in consequence 
of the imputation of sin to him, or because he was the 
surety of his church: but on the ground of his proper 
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union with men. This appears by these words: “ Sin 
is a crime only atoned for by death, which justice must 
inflict ; nor can it possibly admit of a surety here: be- 
cause it can only punish him whom it first finds guilty : 
and not by reckoning him to be what he is not.” Yet 
he holds* that Christ suffered on the sole ground of im- 
putation. His words are, “ The doctrine of union, which 
represents Jesus suffering under the character of the 
sinner, doth not suppose him such in his own particular 
person; nay strongly witnesseth the contrary, and re- 
spects him only thus by such an imputation as is just and. 
true.”—If then the sufferings of Christ do not suppose 
him to be a sinner “in his own particular person ;’? how 
can this be reconciled with what is quoted above from 
page 3d, in which he argues, that unless Christ be one 
with those for whom he died, his sufferings cannot be 
reconciled with the scripture, which declares that every 
man shall die for his own sin? Or with what is quoted 
from page 4th, which declares, that justice does not 
admit of a surety, or of reckoning Christ to be what he 
_ is not? 

3. It further appears by the same quotations, that 
Relly considers Christ and mankind, as one, in the same 
sense that the head and members in the natural body 
are one. If this be so, then we are no more indebted to 
Christ for our redemption, than a man’s hands are indebt- 
ed to his head for inventing means for his livelihood; or 
his head is indebted to his hands for applying those 
_ means. 

4. It also appears, that on this plan Christ is now 
suffering, and will without end suffer, an eternal death. 
Observe the quotation from page 4th, “Sin is a crime 
only atoned for by the death, yea the eternal death, of 
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the sinner ; which justice must inflict, before it can be 
properly satisfied: nor can it possibly admit of a surety 
here ; because it can only punish him whom it first finds 
guilty ; and not by reckoning him to be what he is not, 
according to human quibbles, but according to divine 
equity, which can only declare such guilty on whom the 
fault is found, and can only find the fault on such who 
have committed it.” ‘These expressions manifestly de- 
clare, (1) That Christ is a sinner, and committed the sin 
or fault for which he suffered, and that not by imputa- 
tion and as the surety of his people, but really and liter- 
ally.—(2) That sin can be atoned for by the suffering of 
eternal death only: ‘This and this only will properly 
satisfy justice—(3) That therefore, as Christ is the 
propitiation for our sins, he is now, and will without 
end, be suffering eternal death. ; 

But I need not trouble the’ reader with any further 
remarks on such wild and confused mysticism; such 
horrid doctrine. 


III. Remarks on M. Petitpierre’s * Thoughts on the Divine 
Goodness, relative to the government of moral agents, 


particularly displayed in future rewards and punish- 
ments.” ‘ 


This author is a Swiss, who was a clergyman in his 
own country ; but falling into universalism, was censured 
and deposed.—After this he. went to London, where he 
published the book which is now the subject of remark. 
It first appeared in French, and was published in Eng- 
lish in 1788. ' Nines 

If I mistake not, the fundamental principles of this 
book are these two,—That the sinner on the footing of 
strict justice, deserves no other punishment, than that 
which is necessary to lead him to repentance and pre- 
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pare him for happiness—That the happiness of every 
individual creature is necessary to the greatest happi- 
ness of the general system. 

In page 38th, of the preceding work, a quotation or 

two was made to show, that the first of the two propo- 
sitions now mentioned, is a principle of this author. To 
those quotations a great part of his book may be added 
to show the same; but I shall add the following sen- 
tences only.—* The Deity being infinitely just, will 
‘inflict on the wicked just and equitable punishments ; 
punishments exactly proportioned both in degree and 
duration, to the nature and extent of their crimes.”’*— 
“The second rule which divine justice follows in the 
dispensation of punishment, is, to employ rigour only so 
much, and so long, as shall be necessary to the destruc- 
tion of sin, and the conversion of the sinner.” {—** The 
third rule of divi.e justice in the dispensations of suffer- 
ings, informs us, when the Supreme Being ceases pun- 
ishment ;” i. e. when the sinner repents.{[—‘* We have 
established a principle whence to form consistent ideas 
of the justice and severity of God, who punishes the wick- 
ed that he might bless them in turning them every one 
from their iniquities.”§—Infinite justice adapts with the 
most perfect and minute detail, the respective suitable- 
ness of his dealing to our moral state, and consequently 
to our wants, throughout the whole of our existence.”’|| 

On these quotations it may be remarked, 

1. That according to this plan, the most exact and rigo- 
rous justice, divine justice, infinite justice, admits that a 
sinner be made to suffer till he repents, and no further. 
Such a punishment as this, is ‘“‘ exactly proportioned 
both in degrée and duration, to the nature and extent of 
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the crimes” of the sinner. This then is the utmost 
which the divine law will admit: this is the true curse 
of the divine law; even that curse from which Christ 
hath redeemed us. 

2. This punishment inflicted on any sinner, utterly 
precludes all pardon, forgiveness and mercy. How is 
he forgiven, who suffers to the utmost extent of justice ? 
How is any sparing merey exercised toward him, on 
whom the curse of the law is fully executed ?—Yet M. 
Petitpierre constantly holds, that the salvation of sinners 
is effected in the way of mercy, pardon and forgiveness. 
Thus, speaking of the divine goodness, he says,* “ Are 
men miserable ? It is termed that infinite compassion he 
has for their wretchedness.—But when by a sincere 
repentance they turn from their iniquity, then it is his 
clemency, his pardon, his merey, and his grace, that is 
extended to them.”— How striking; how awful, and at 
the same time how merciful, are the representations of 
future torments !”’t—* He will constantly parden, and 
receive into favour the sincerely penitent offender. 
Repentance appeases divine anger and disarms its jus- 
tice, because it accomplishes the end infinite goodness 
has in view, even when arrayed in the awful majesty of 
avenging justice ; which was severe, because the moral 
state of the sinner required such discipline ; and which 
when that state is reversed. by conversion—will have 
nothing to bestow suitable to it, but the delightful mani- 
festations of mercy and forgiveness.” It seems then, that 
not only is justice satésfied by the repentance of the sin- 
ner; but justice, even the awful majesty of avenging justice, 
will bestow mercy and forgiveness. But how forgiveness 
can be an act of justice, and especially an act of avenging 
justice, remains to be explained. a 
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3. The punishment now under consideration, is utterly 
inconsistent with redemption by Christ. How are they 
redeemed or delivered from the curse of the law, who 
in their own persons suffer that curse? And if Christ 
should deliver therm from it, he would deprive them of 
an inestimable benefit. 

4. If “infinite justice adapts with the most perfect aa 
minute detail, the respective suitableness of his dealings 
to our moral state, and consequently to our wants, 
throughout the whole of our existence ;” then what is 
goodness ? and how is it distinguished from justice ? What 
more kind and favourable than this, can goodness, the 
divine goodness, infinite and incomprehensible goodness, 
do for us? According to this definition of infinite justice, 
the institutions, promises and scheme of the gospel, nay 
the unspeakable gift of Christ himself, are mere com- 
munications of justice, and not of goodness and grace : 
and according to the same definition there never has 
been, and never can be, any benefit granted by the 
Deity to any of his creatures, which is any more thana 
fruit of mere justice, and which may be withholden con- 
sistently with justice: and all that God ever has done, 
and ever will or can do, for the happiness of his crea- 
tuces, is barely sufficient to save his character froma 
well grounded charge of injustice. 

But I mean not to dwell on this subject : I do but hint 
these particulars. It would be an infinite labour to point 
out the endless absurdities of this scheme of justice and 
punishment. I have considered the point more largely 
in chap. ii. to which I beg leave to refer the reader. 

The other fundamental principle of this book is, That 
the happiness of every individual creature is necessary 
‘to the greatest happiness of the system. This idea is 
expressed in various passages, particularly in the follow- 
ing, “It is impossible the Divine Being should ever dis- 
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pense any evil in this world, or in the world to come ; 
which is not even to the individuals an actual exercise 
of perfect goodness.””* 

And that this is necessarily implied in the scheme of 
this author, and of all others who argue universal salva- 
tion from the divine perfections, without respect to the 
atonement, must be manifest upon the slightest reflection. 
Goodness will always seek the greatest good or happi- 
ness of intelligent beings. And that the happiness of the 
system is a greater good than the happiness of any indi- 
vidual or individuals’ of that system, is a self-evident 
proposition. Therefore goodness will never seek the 
happiness of any individuals, so as to diminish the hap- 
piness of the system: for this would be not to seek the 
advancement of happiness on the whole, but the diminu- 
tion of it. If therefore the divine goodness seeks the 
final happiness of every intelligent creature, it must be 
because the happiness of every creature promotes and 
is necessary to secure the greatest happiness of the sys- 
tem. Ifit be not necessary to the greatest happiness of 
the system, it is no object to goodness. 

Concerning this principle the following-strictures are 
suggested : 

1. The truth of it is by no means evident.—Indeed 
M. Petitpierre supposes the absurdity of the contrary 
position to be exceedingly clear, and therefore indulges 
himself in the following ardent effusion: ‘Can we sup- 
pose that intelligent creatures capable by their nature 
of perfection and felicity, would be unable to attain to 
this glorious destination, unless at the same time a num- 
ber of intelligent beings existed-in eternal misery? 
Among creatures of the same nature, thence capable of 
_ the same happiness; must a part be made happy at the 
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expense of a considerable portion devoted to endless 
misery and despair? Cannot a Being infinitely perfect 
and happy communicate beatitude to his intelligent 
offspring, on other and more favourable terms? Can he 
not be to some the inexhaustible source of happiness ; 
unless he is to others the never-failing source of misery ? 
But let us cease to heap contradiction on contradiction, 
horror upon horror, and end this disagreeable discus- 
sion.”—M. P——rre did not reflect, that if this passage 
contain any argument, it is equally forcible against the 
evils which in fact take place in this world, as against 
the punishments of the future: and that the passage 
may be retorted thus; Can we suppose that intelli- 
gent creatures capable by nature of peace, liberty, 
and all the enjoyments of human society, would be una- 
ble to attain to this excellent destination, unless at the 
same time a number of intelligent beings were ren- 
dered miserable by fines, confiscations, ignominy, prisons, 
chains, stripes and the gallows? Among creatures of the 
same nature, thence capable of the same happiness; 
must a part be made safe and happy at the expense of a 
considerable portion devoted to misery and despair, in 
the ways just mentioned? Cannot a Being infinitely per- 
fect and happy communicate beatitude to his intelligent 
ofispring on other and more favourable terms? Can he 
not be to some the source of peace, safety, liberty and 
happiness; unless he be to others the source of misery ? 
But let us cease to heap contradiction on contradiction, 
horror upon horror, and end this disagreeable discussion. 

To say that God can convert the wicked, and without 
endless imprisonment and punishment, prevent the mis- 
chief which they would do the system, affords no satis- 
faction. So God can convert the wicked in this world, 
and prevent all the mischief which they do here. The 
question is not, what God has power to do, but what he 
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will in fact do; and what he may see fit to eae others 
to do. 

M. P rre proceeds to argue against the possibility, 
that the misery of some intelligent creatures should be 
necessary to the happiness of the rest; and urges that 
instead of this, it would subvert their happiness; be- 
cause the inhabitants of heaven are so full ‘of benevo- 
lence and compassion, that they cannot be happy, while 
numbers of their fellow creatures are miserable ; and 
especially because it must be still more painful to them, 
to know that the eternal sufferings of those their fellow 
creatures, were necessary to their own happiness.*— 
But these observations are no more reconcileable with 
fact and with experience, than those which I just now 
quoted from the same author. Are the best of men in 
this world, so compassionate, that they cannot be happy 
so long as thieves and robbers are confined in work- 
houses and prisons, and murderers die on gibbets? And 
do they disdain to enjoy their lives, their liberty, their 
peace and their property, unless they can be secured in 
the possession of them, on terms, less ignominious and 
painful to some of their fellow creatures ? . 

Such are the arguments by which M. P. rre endea- 
vours to prove, that the misery of some men cannot be 
necessary to the greatest good of the system. If these 
arguments be not convincing, it isin vain to expect con- 
vincing evidence of the proposition now under Bopede- 
ration, from M. P rre. 

2. The reader has doubtless taken notice that the 
proposition now under consideration implies, not only 
that endless misery, but apy temporary calamity can- 
not be inflicted on an individual, consistently with the 
good of the whole, unless that temporary calamity be 
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subservient to his personal good. Observe the words 
quoted above, “It is impossible the Divine Being should 
ever dispense any evil in this world or in the world to 
come, which is not even to the individuals, an act of per- 
fect goodness.”—Then all evils and calamities which 
have ever existed, or do exist, or ever will exist, in this 
world, as well as the future, are no real evils, no curse 
to the patients themselves; but they are all so many 
benefits and blessings to them. ‘The destruction of the 
old world, of Sodom, &c. were real blessings to the 
patients personally. But how does this appear? They 
certainly did not in this world operate for the good of 
the patients; and how does it appear, that they will 
operate for their good in the future world? To assert 
this without assigning a reason, is impertinent.—Beside ; 
on this hypothesis, there is no such thing as any curse 
either in this world or the future; and there is no 
difference between a curse and a blessing. What then 
shall we make of the scriptures, which speak abun- 
dantly of curses, and constantly distinguish between 
curses and blessings ? 

3. This, which 1 have ealled the second fundamental 
principle of this author, is in reality not distinct from 
the first—If the good or happiness of the system re- 
quire the happiness of every individual, it surely cannot 
require the misery of any individual: and if it do not 
require his misery, it is not consistent with justice, that 
he should be made miserable by punishment; or it is 
not consistent with justice that he be punished any fur- 
ther than is subservient to his own persona! happiness.— 
No punishment is consistent with justice, which in view 
of the criminal, alone, without respect to a substitute, or 
an atonement, the public good does not require. 

So that the whole system of this author depends on 
this single principle, That it is not consistent with jus- 
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tice, to punish a sinner any further, than is subservient 
to his own personal good: and this principle, as ] have 
endeavoured to show in chap. ii. and viii. really comes to 
this, Whether sin bea moral evil. Moral evilis in its own 
nature odious, and justly the object of divine disapproba- 
tion, and of the manifestation of disapprobation, whether 
such manifestation of disapprobation be subservient to 
the personal good of the sinner or not. But the manifes- 
tation of divine disapprobation is punishment. 'There- 
fore moral evil may justly be punished, whether such 
punishment be subservient to the personal good of the 
sinner or not. But as sin according to the principle now 
under consideration, cannot be justly pnnished any further 
than is subservient to the personal good of the sinner, 
of course it is no moral evil. 

Again ; moral evil in its own nature impairs the good 
of the moral system. Therefore God as a friend to that 
system, must necessarily, and may justly disapprove it, 
and manifest his disapprobation, though it may not tend 
to the personal good of the sinner. But this manifesta- 
tion of divine disapprobation is punishment, and just pun- 
ishment. Hut sin, according to the principle now under 
consideration, cannot justly be thus punished. There- 
fore sin is not, according to this principle, a moral evil. 

If therefore M. P tre believe, that sin is a moral 
evil, and in its own nature deserves the divine abbor- 
rence, he must, to be consistent, give up his whole sys- 
tem of universal salvation. 

As the book now before us is a later $PREeen than 
Dr. Chauncy’s ; and as the Doctor’s book, which at its 
first appearance was so highly extolled for deep learning 

and demonstrative reasoning, did not convert the world ; 
_ the zealots for universalism have been lavish of their 
encomiums on this work of Petitpierre, and as it seems, 
have great expectations from it. However, it requires 
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no spirit of prophecy to foresee, that this book will not 
effect more numerous conversions, than that of Dr. C. 
The author has a good talent at declamation ; and those 
who are already persuaded of the truth of his system, 
may be much comforted by his pathetic representations 
of the divine goodness and universal happiness. But 
those who are doubtful, and wish to see a consistent sys- 
tem established on the broad basis of reason and revela- 
tion, will doubtless find themselves necessitated to pro- 
secute their inquiries further, than M. Petitpierre will 
lead them. 
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IN WHICH IS SHOWN THE PECULIAR ABSURDITY AND FATAL TEN~ 
DENCY OF THE MODERN SCHEME OF UNIVERSAL SALVATION. 


BY NATHANIEL EMMONS, D. D. 


Tue doctrine of Universal Salvation is of great an- 
tiquity. It was first received and propagated by 
Origen and Clement of Alexandria, who lived in the 
latter end of the second century. They maintained, 
that God will, through the medium of the gospel, 
make all mankind eventually happy, though he will 

punish all who die in impenitence and unbelief, until 
- they have receiyed the due reward of their deeds, 
and are completely purged from their moral depra- 
vity, and become meet for the kingdom of heaven. 
This original scheme of universal salvation has been 
handed down from age to age, with a few modifica- 
tions and shades of difference. But Mr. James 
Relly a few years since, formed a different scheme 
of universal salvation, which he founded upon a sup- 
posed personal wnion between Christ and the whole 
human race. By virtue of this mystical union, he 
supposes, that all men, whether penitent, or impeni- 
tent, will immediately, after death, go to heaven and 
be completely and forever happy there. He asserts, 
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“That Christ as mediator was so united to mankind, 
that his actions were theirs, his obedience theirs, and 
his sufferings theirs, and consequently he has as fully 
restored the whole human race to the divine favour, 
as if they had all obeyed and suffered in their own 
persons. The divine law has now no demands upon 
them, nor condemning power over them. Their 
salvation solely depends upon their wnion to Christ, 
which God established before the world began. 
Accordingly, they being im Aim, as branches in the 
vine, as members in the body, &c. they are con- 
sidered together with him, through all the cireum- 
stances of his birth, life, death, resurrection, and 
glory. Thus considering the whole law fulfilled in 
Jesus, its precepts obeyed, its penalties endured, he 
now inherits the promise : and thus standing im him, 
and united to him, through all his doings, and su/- 
JSerings, his condition, and state is theirs. And 
they can read the law, or the doctrine of rewards 
and punishments, without fear ; because all the pun- 
ishments threatened in the book of God, have been 
executed upon them (as sinners and law-breakers) 
tn him.’ This is the corner-stone or sole founda- 
tion, which supports the scheme of universal salva- 
tion, as maintained by Mr. Relly, Mr. Murray, Dr. 
Huntington, and all their unlearned, unstable, and 
deluded followers. If this should give way, their 
whole fabric falls to the ground, and their hopes 
perish: Though this novel doctrine may meet the 
wishes of those who are under the dominion of an 
unholy heart; yet it deeply concerns them to in- 
quire whether it be true, before they build their 
future and eternal hopes upon it. And whoeyer will 
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seriously and impartially consider the few following 
observations, it may be hoped, will be convinced, 
that it is repugnant to reason, scripture, and the 
plain dictates of common sense. 

In the first place, the wnion, upon which this 
doctrine is founded, is entirely false and visionary. 
It is impossible to conceive, that all mankind were 
personally ‘‘ with Christ through all the ircum- 
stances of his birth, life, death, resurrection, and 
-glory.”’ For he was born of the virgin Mary ; was 
circumcised the eighth day ; was baptized by John 
in Jordan ; was forty days and forty nights in the’ 
wilderness ; was betrayed by Judas ; was condemn- 
ed by Pilate ; was crucified between two malefac- 
tors ; was buried by Joseph of Arimathea ; and was 
raised from the dead by the Father, and seated at 
his own right hand in glory. Had there been such 
a supposed personal union between Christ and all 
mankind, by which his obedience, sufferings, and 
_ glory are theirs; then they must all now be con- 
scious of having the same views, the same affections, 
and the same sorrows that he had, while he lived 
and when he died ; and of the same glory and bless- 
edness which he now enjoys in heaven. But where 
is the man, who is conscious of being personally 
united with Christ, in all these stupendous scenes of 
his birth, life, death, resurrection, and glory ! If it 
be said, that this is an unfair representation of the 
matter; and that by ‘ Christ’s being im mankind 
and their being iz him,” is only intended, that ac- 
cording to a certain divine. constitution, God con- 
siders what Christ did and suffered as being done 
and suffered by mankind personally ; the answer to 
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this is obvious. No divine constitution or appoint- 
ment whatever, could make Christ’s personal obedi- 
ence and sufferings theirs. A divine constitution 
cannot alter the nature of things, nor effect impossi- 
bilities. Who can conceive that it is now in the 
power of the Supreme Being, by a new positive con- 
stitution, to make Christ the betrayer of Judas, the 
crucifier of his crucifiers, and the perpetrator of all 
the sins that ever have been committed in the world ? 
But it is no more impossible for God to do this now, 
than it was from eternity, to make a constitution by 
which, not only the actions of Christ and of Judas, 
but the actions of Christ and of all mankind should. 
be the same. The supposition of a divine constitu- 
tion relieves no difficulty here. The notion that all 
mankind were * with Christ through all the eircum- 
stances of his birth, life, death, resurrection, and 
glory,”’ is as absurd as the doctrine of transubstanti- 
ation, of which no man can form an idea. The doc- 
trine, therefore, which is built upon such a false and 
visionary union, is repugnant to the plainest dictates 
of reason and common sense. 

Nor, in the second place, is it less contradictory 
to the whole current of scripture, which assures us, 
that all unrenewed, unholy, impenitent sinners are 
unfit for, and shall never be admitted into the king- 
dom of heaven. Our Saviour said, ** Except a man 
be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God.”’ 
Paul said, ** Without holiness, no man shall see the 
Lord.”? And Solomon said, “‘ The wicked is driven 
away in his wickedness: but the righteous hath 
hope in his death.” These, with a multitude of 
ather passages of scripture, which might be adduced, 
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bear directly on the point under consideration, and 
clearly prove that those who die in their sins, are 
absolutely excluded from heaven, and shall never be 
suffered to enter into the kingdom of glory.. We 
know nothing about the state of the dead but what 
God has told us in his word, and what he has there 
told us we are bound to believe, because we know it 
is infallibly true. He has there told us some plain 
and undeniable facts, which confirm the construction 
- given of the texts just quoted. He has there told 
us, that Judas was the son of perdition, that he did 
not go to heaven, but to his own place, and that ft 
would have been good for him, if he had never beer 
born, which plainly implies that he will never enter 
into the kingdom of heaven. He has told us, that 
he raised up Pharaoh, hardened his heart, and: fitted 
him for destruction, that his name might be praised 
for his conduct towards him, in both time and eter- . 
nity. He has caused it to be recorded, by the pen 
_ of inspiration, that Korah, Dathan and Abiram, 
Balaam and the men of Sodom and Gomorrah, are 
examples, suffering the vengeance of eternal /ire. 
And he who holds the keys of death and of hell has 
told us, that Dives lived and died in sin, and imme- 
diately lifted up his eyes in torments. Whether the 
account of Dives be literal or figurative, it equally 
proves, that the wicked are driven away in their 
wickedness, excluded from heaven, and doomed to 
destruction. If we may believe the declarations, the 
doctrines, and the facts contained in the Bible, we 
may as confidently believe, that some wicked men 
have been driven away in their wickedness, and are 
mow in a state of misery and despair ; as we may 
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believe, that Enoch, Abraham, Moses, and Elijah are 
now in the kingdom of glory. We know of no doc- 
_trine, ever broached among those who call themselves 
Christians, so absurd and unscriptural as the novel 
notion, that all wicked men, even the most vile and 
profligate, when they leave the world, go tmmedi- 
ately to heaven and enjoy endless felicity there. 
Hence, thirdly, this novel scheme of universal 
salvation is extremely licentious and dangerous. It 
directly tends to destroy all religion and morality. 
It teaches, that holiness and piety are empty names ; 
that repentance, faith, humility, and devotion, are 
no other than hypocrisy, pride, and self-righteous- 
ness ; and that the most irreligious, abandoned, and 
profligate sinners go immediately to heaven, and 
sit down with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in< the 
kingdom of glory. Such a doctrine as this is replete 
with infinite mischief. It strikes at the root of all 
experimental religion. It destroys all moral distinc- 
tion between virtue and vice. It takes off every 
restraint from the corruption of the ,|human heart, 
and opens the flood-gates of iniquity. It renders the 
_ prophets, Christ, and the apostles the ministers of 
sin; and speaks peace to all the wicked, to whom 
God says, there is no peace. It has every mark of 
a damnable doctrine. Some seem reluctant to pro- 
nounce absolutely upon its corrupt and fatal tendency, 
and choose only to say, if it be true, then those 
who deny it, are as safe a’ those who embrace it. 
But we ought rather to say, if there be no future 
state, then we are all safe, but not otherwise. Ad- 
mit a future state, and there remains no room to 
doubt, whether God will make a difference betweeh 
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“him that serveth him, and him that serveth him not; 
between him that sweareth, and him that feareth an 
oath. The very supposition that no distinction will 
be made between the righteous and wicked in a 
future state, supercedes the necessity and even pro- 
priety of a general Judgment. Why should God 
appoint a day, in which to judge the world in righ- 
teousness, if no persons are to be judged, no charac- 
ters to be examined, and no displays of retributive 

' justice to be made! Some of the most sensible, 

learned, and respectable Universalists despise and 

condemn this novel scheme of universal salvation. 

Dr. Chauncy in particular deserves to be mentioned 

in this connexion. In his Preface to the Extracts 

which he made from the writings of noted Authors 
on his side of the question, he condemns, in the 
strongest terms, the novel and licentious sentiment, 
that all men, however vile and vicious, go immedi- 
ately to heaven, without passing through a previous 
’ state of extreme sufferings. He remarks; “It may 
not be unseasonable to add here, that it is fully and 
freely acknowledged, by all the above writers, that 
many among the sons and daughters of Adam, will 
pass through a state of wnutterable misery ; before 
they will be prepared for, and admitted to the joys 

of God’s presence, in the heavenly world. This I 

judge proper to mention, because the doctrine of 

universal salvation has, in this, and some other 
towns, been held forth by a stranger, (meaning Mur- 

ray) who has, of himself, assumed the character of a 

preacher, in direct contradiction not only to all the 

beforementioned writers, but to the whole tenor of 
the New Testament books, from their beginning to 
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end. According to this preacher, a man may go to 
heaven, notwithstanding all the sins he has been 
guilty of in the course of his life. Such a doctrine 
looks very like an encouragement to libertinism, 
and falls in with the scheme of too many in this 
degenerate age, who, under the pretence of promot- 
ing religion, undermine it at the very reot. It is 
certainly fitted to this end, and has already had this 
effect upon many ; especially of our younger peo- 
ple, who, by means of it, have lost all sense of reli- 
gion, and given themselves up to the most criminal 
excesses! If this. kind of preaching is encouraged, 
it may prove as hurtful to civil society as to religion. 
Would to God it might be realized as an undowbted 
truth, that there is the same reason, from scripture, 
to believe there is a Hexnx as a Heaven. And 
those who are infidels as to the former, would do 
well to take care lest they should know, from their 
own experience, the horrors of that dreadful 
place.” , 

Since the human heart naturally prefers darkness 
to light and error to truth, there is a propriety in 
addressing the hopes and fears of men, and giving 
divine truths all the weight and influence, which they 
derive from the motives of Eternity. This the 
Apostles tell us was their practice. ‘‘ Knowing the 
terror of the Lord, we perswade men.’’ Directed 
by their example, there needs no apology for ad- 
dressing those, who are particularly concerned in 
this serious subject, and warning them against the 
fatal dangers to which they are exposed. 

There are many, at this day, who are labouring to 
reason themselves out of the belief of all truth, both 
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human and divine; and boast of arriving to a cer- 
tainty that all things are uncertain. But it may be 
questioned whether the human mind, which is form- 
ed to see and feel the force of truth, will permit 
any man to approach nearer to perfect Scepticism, 
than perfect knowledge. By an habit of resisting 
truth, however, some may have unsettled their minds 
respecting divine things, and become exposed to 
embrace error instead of truth, in matters of reli- 

-gion. And for this reason, they are very liable to 
fall in with the delusive scheme of universal salva- 
‘tion, which has a tendency to diffuse some glimmer- 
ing rays of light in their dark and desponding minds. 
But they are entreated to awake from their reveries, 
and attend to the great realities with which they are 
surrounded and connected. Eternal rewards and 
punishments are substantial realities, whether they 
them believe to beso ornot. By shutting their eyes 
against them, their danger is not in the least dimin- 
ished, but greatly augmented. The period is ap- 
proaching when they must be thoroughly awakened 
from their delusive dreams. The solemn scenes of 
Eternity will draw the curtain aside, and open upon 
their astonished minds such awful realities as, at a 
distance, made Felix and Belshazzar tremble, and as 
will more terribly shock their guilty souls, when 
their presence can no longer be resisted. 

There is a larger number than these, perhaps, who 
are making swift and bold advances in the cause of 
Infidelity, and leave no methods unemployed to dis- 
credit divine Revelation, and subvert the foundations 
of Christianity. They need not tell the world their 
motiyes. Were they not convinced that the Bible 
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contains the doctrine of eternal punishments, they 
would not rack their invention to find arguments 
to persuade themselves and others, that the Scrip- 
tures are a cunningly devised fable. Let this doc- 
trine be erased from the Bible, and every Deist 
would become its votary, and exchange his Boling- 
broke, Voltaire, or Chesterfield, for that sacred 
volume. It is this doctrine alone that compels them 
to renounce a book, which bears so many signatures 
of divinity, and which they are constrained to 
acknowledge contains the most excellent institutions, 
instructions, and: commands. But so weak is their 
infidelity, we presume they would rejoice to find. 
the Bible on their side, to confirm their wavering 
hopes and feeble prospects of future happiness. And 
this is what the scheme of universal salyation pro- 
mises. It flatters them that the Bible is their friend, 
and announces eternal felicity to them and to all 
mankind. Accordingly, it is well known, that num- 
bers of a deistical turn have become converts to this 
agreeable doctrine, and many others are imminently 
exposed to fall into the fatal snare. But this is 
flying from the iron weapon, and rushing on the 
bow of steel. For if any discard the Bible because 
they know that it does contain the doctrine of future 
and eternal punishments, or embrace it because they 
imagine it does not contain that doctrine, they will 
infallibly meet with disappointment and ruin in the 
end. ' 
The sons of pleasure, who indulge in every sinful 
gratification, find it extremely difficult, in their 
serious moments, to stifle their natural apprehen- 
sions of guilt and punishment ; and therefore readily 
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catch hold of any thing, which promises them impu- 
nity in the paths of vice. The doctrine of salvation 
for all men, without exception or distinction of 
characters, perfectly gratifies their hearts, and coin- 
cides with their reigning views and pursuits. Ac- 
cordingly, when this doctrine is proposed to their 
belief, they will, if possible, yield their assent, and 
shake off their painful fears of wrath to come, through 
which, they have all their life time been subject to 
bondage. But let them beware of this slender shel- 
ter. It will infallibly deceive and disappoint them. 

The agreeableness of the doctrine is a strong indica- 
tion of its repugnancy to the gospel of Christ, 
which was never relished by persons of an immoral, 
profligate character. When John preached, Herod 
was offended. When Christ preached, a whole con- 
gregation was filled with wrath. And when Paul 
preached upon righteousness, temperance, and judg- 
ment to come, the loose and abandoned Felix trem- 

bled. And it is the genuine tendency of the pure 
doctrines of the gospel to convince profligate sinners 
that they are in the gall of bitterness and bonds of 
iniquity. They may therefore be assured, that the 
soothing doctrine of universal salvation is diametri- 
cally opposite to the truth as it is in Jesus. Let 
none then listen to the pleasing delusion, and bless 
themselves, saying, we shall have peace, though we 
walk in the imagination of our hearts, to add drunk- 
enness te thirst. For the Lord will not spare them, 

but his anger, and his jealousy shall smoke against 
them, and all the curses that are written in the book 

of God shall fall and lie upon them forever. ‘ Re- 
joise, O young man, in thy youth, and let thy heart 
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' cheer thee in the days of thy youth, and walk inthe 
ways of thine heart, and in the sight of thine eyes : 
but know thou, that for all these things God will 
bring thee into judgment.” 

Here it seems proper to subjoin several directions 
how to shun the baneful influence of such dangerous 
opinions as some are propagating with great apparent 
zeal, at the present day. 

- In the first place, let none be deceived by their - 
pretensions to superior penetration and knowledge. 
Men of the strongest minds and most extensive lite- 
rature have often committed the grossest blunders in 
their religious speculations, and then employed all 
their learning and ingenuity to maintain and propa- 
gate them. Some of their admirers seem to have 
been allured into their errors by an implicit faith in 
their great abilities. But this betrays weakness. 
Great men are not always wise. They are liable to 
err, and consequently their opinions are to be strictly 
examined, and admitted leaky upon the ground of 
real evidence. 

Nor, in the second place, are we to be biassed in 
favour of the licentious principles of Errorists, on 
account of their amiable moral characters. Doctor 
Brown justly observes, that men of strict morality 
have disseminated very false and pernicious doc- 
trines. It is well known, that Epicurus, the father 
of theoretical licentiousness, never lived up to his 
principles, but maintained a regular and exemplary 
life. Spinoza the Atheist was a man of sobriety and 
apparent devotion. And the Lord Herbert, who, if 
not the father, yet the principal advocate of Deism 
in England, appears to have had a serious mind, and 
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a conscientious regard to duty. It is readily con- 
ceded, that some of the advocates of universal salva- 
tion are men of amiable dispositions and fair moral 
characters. But none ought to entertain a more 
favorable regard for atheism, deism, or any other 
licentious doctrines, on that account. Those who 
teach and disseminate them are to be shunned as 
dangerous corrupters. 

- Nor, in the last place, are any to believe the pro- 
-pagators of error, though they make the most solemn 
asseverations of their sincerity, impartiality, and un- 
common intercourse with the Deity. Though we 
scruple not their sincerity, yet we scruple the pro- 
priety of their throwing out the profession of it, 
which can have no tendency to enlighten, but only 
to prejudice the minds of the credulous. This, 
which may properly be called an artifice, is often. 
employed by the advocates of universal salvation. 
Mr. White, in his Treatise on the universal restora- 
tion of all sinful creatures to the divine favour,* 
makes the most solemn asseyerations of his sincerity 
and sacred regard for the divine glory. His ex- 
pressions are these: ‘ And here I do in the fear of 
God most humbly prostrate myself before his divine 
majesty, and in the deepest sense of my own dark- 
ness and distance from him, do with all my might 
beg of that infinite goodness I am endeavouring to 
represent to others, that if something like this plat- 
form and prospéct of things be not agreeable to that 
revealed and natural light he hath given to us, that 
my understanding may be interrupted and my design 
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fall, and that the Lord would pardon my attempt : 
and I know he will do so, for he hath given me to 
have no further concern for this matter, than as I 
apprehend it to be a most glorious truth, witnessed 
to, both by the scriptures of truth, and by the most 
essential principles of our own reason, and which 
will be found at the last opening of the everlasting 
_ gospel, to recover in that opening a degenerate 
world.’” 

Mr. Relly holds out the ‘same lure to his readers, 
_ to place an implicit confidence in the rectitude of his 
views and the divinity of his doctrines. In a Pre- 
face to one volume of his writings, he assures his 
readers, that his discourses were delivered extem- 
pore, without any previous study or forethought, and 
flowed from his lips as they were dictated by the 
divine Spirit. For, says he, I followed that divine 
direction given to the apostles, ‘‘ Take no thought 
beforehand what ye shall speak, neither do ye pre- 
meditate: for it is not ye that speak, but the Holy 
Ghost.”? How presumptuous is it for any man, at 
this day, to pretend to imitate the apostles in this 
respect ! and especially for Mr. Relly, who in his 
writings every where ridicules all experimental reli- 
gion, inward piety, holy affections, and Christian 
graces ! 

Errorists often employ such artifices as divine 
truth neither requires nor approves. They some- 
times, however, succeed, and deceive the inattentive 
and unguarded, Those who use such artifices, there- 
fore, are dangerous persons, and their seducing influ- 
ence is studiously to be avoided. Their doctrines 
are fatal if imbibed ; and even when they are not 
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fully embraced, they tend to harden the heart, and 
stupify the conscience. The bare thought that some 
maintain that all men will be saved, begets a secret 
hope that possibly it may be true, and that there is 
not so much danger in tmpenitence and unbelief as 
many have long imagined and pretended. There- 
fore to hear the wniversalists preach, or to read 
their writings, merely to know what they can say 
in defence of their errors, is like Eve’s listening to 
the sophistry of the serpent, and may in the end 
prove equally fatal. The Scripture characterizes 
false teachers, and warns every one to avoid them. 
The apostle Paul, who was troubled with the per- 
verters.of the gospel, treats them with great plain- 
ness and seyerity. ‘‘ But though we, or an angel 
from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you, 
than that which we have preached unto you, let him 
be accursed.”” The beloved apostle John directs 
men to have no intimate connexion with false teach- 
ers, ‘If any man come unto you, and bring not 
this doctrine, (which he had just mentioned) receive 
him not into your house, neither bid him God speed. 
For he that biddeth him God speed, is partaker of 
his evil deeds.”? Solomon gives a similar caution 
and direction: ‘* Cease, my son, to hear the instruc- 
tion that causeth to err.’ Thus we have not only 
the voice of reason, but the voice of God, to warn 
us to shun the presence and influence of those, who 
lie in wait to deceive and to destroy. 
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